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Abstract 
This thesis examines the household of James IV and the people within it. It is the 
first dedicated study of the royal household in this reign, which contemporaries 
and historians agree was a high water mark for the Scottish court.  Chapter 1 
explores the historiography of the court in the fifteenth and sixteenth century 
and the distinction between the terms ‗court‘ and ‗household‘. The household 
was defined by the rules and structures it brought to the world of the court, and 
those people who served and received rewards according to them, whereas the 
court was defined as the space around the king and those who occupied it. 
Chapter 2 considers the forms of structure that the household brought to the 
court in more detail. The household had two main definitions. In its wider form, 
expressed by the bill of household from 1508, it encompassed any man of the 
social standing of gentleman or above, all of whom were theoretically entitled 
to the king‘s hospitality at court, as well as a long list of specified officers, 
servants and individuals sorted into groups which included the king‘s council, 
chapel royal and officers of arms. Across these definitions and sub-divisions, the 
household was also ordered according to hierarchy, and this ordering both 
respected forms of hierarchy in society more broadly, whilst offering 
opportunities to rise in status, at least in the environment of the court, through 
household service. 
Chapter 3 compares this blueprint of the household to the evidence for actual 
attendance and service at court by members of the household. It shows that the 
bill of household reflected those who were at court on or near the time it was 
written, but that the frequency and duration of their attendance varied 
according to seasons and events, and on a day-to-day basis because of the 
itinerant movements of the court. It also suggests that household officers 
operated within broadly defined areas, and that the area they operated in was 
not necessarily dictated by the office they held. Chapter 4 shows that there was 
more to life at court for members of the household than just providing service to 
the king. Members of the household were differentiated by the variety of 
rewards they could receive, and they could seek advantage for members of their 
family. The court was also a centre for events that promoted social integration 
whilst maintaining hierarchical divisions. Chapter 5 looks at some of the ways 
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the household had an effect on the world beyond the physical confines of the 
court. The wider impact of the household, or, at least, the idea of the 
household, can be detected in the rental of royal lands and the holding of non-
household offices by members of the household, as well as the use of language 
in documents in the Register of the Great Seal, which also shows how an 
individual could be associated with the household without being formally 
attached to it.The household, then, gave structure to, and its members were 
physically at the core of, the court of James IV, and it provided a framework for 
day-to-day interaction outside of the formal business of institutions of 
government such as parliament, council and exchequer. It was an influence on 
the lives of its members both inside and outside the court.  
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Chapter 1 - Introduction: Court and Household in 
Scotland and Europe 
 
Schir, Ʒe haue mony seruitouris 
And officiaris of dyuers curis: 
Kirkmen, courtmen and craftismen fyne, 
Doctouris in iure and medicyne, 
Divinouris, rethoris and philosophouris, 
Astrologis, artistis and oratouris, 
Men of armes and vailᴣeand knychtis 
And mony vther gudlie wichtis, 
Musicianis, menstralis and mirrie singaris, 
Chevalouris, cawandaris and flingaris, 
Cunᴣouris, carvouris and carpentaris, 
Beildaris of barkis and ballingaris, 
Masounis lyand vpon the land, 
And schipwrichtis hewand vpone the strand, 
Glasing wrichtis, goldsmythis and lapidaris, 
Pryntouris, payntouris and potingaris; 
And all of their craft cunning, 
And all at anis lawboring.1 
 
 
The court of James IV has been presented as a diverse, accessible and dynamic 
world, where opportunities abounded for those who could help James live out 
the ideals of Renaissance kingship. The work of the poet William Dunbar, and 
particularly the poem from which the extract above is taken, acts as a window 
into such a world, where writers pursued patronage alongside artists and 
craftsmen of many stripes, where knights competed in chivalric spectacles, and 
where learned men found favour in the presence of an intellectually curious 
king. Such was the fame of this court, Sir David Lyndsay wrote, that James IV 
was known throughout Europe as ‗the glore of princelie gouernyng‘.2 This 
characterisation has coloured much discussion of the court of James IV. It is, 
however, only one dimension of the court. 
A burgeoning historiography on princely courts in the medieval and early modern 
periods presents a variety of perspectives and methodologies for understanding 
                                         
1  Priscilla Bawcutt (ed.), The Poems of William Dunbar, I (Glasgow: Association for Scottish 
Literary Studies, 1998), p. 222. 
2  Janet Hadley Williams (ed.), Sir David Lyndsay: Selected Poems, (Glasgow: Association for 
Scottish Literary Studies, 2000), p. 75. 
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the court besides the search for its place in the European Renaissance.3 One of 
the challenges identified in recent work on the court has been the question of 
how to define the court, a term that is often used loosely both by historians and 
those who lived in the periods they study. An aspect of this has been the 
question of whether a distinction should be drawn between the term ‗household‘ 
and ‗court‘, and if so, what was the basis for this distinction. This chapter will 
examine the existing literature on James IV and his court, and the literature on 
princely courts more generally. It will then discuss the distinction between the 
court and household in the context of James IV‘s reign, and the value of 
approaching the subject with a focus on the household rather than the court as a 
whole. It will also introduce the principal sources used in this thesis. 
Scotland and Europe in the Fifteenth and Sixteenth centuries 
The historiography of late-medieval Scotland has been dominated by political 
history, centring on a debate common to the historiography of late-medieval 
Europe. Jenny Wormald acknowledged that the traditional narrative of a chaotic 
late-medieval Scottish society, with over-mighty magnates challenging the 
crown, owed much to a wider European narrative of decline as depicted by 
Johan Huizinga, the idea ‗that the European society of this period was in its last 
decadent stages, about to be transformed by the new ideas of the modern 
world‘.4  Wormald, along with Sandy Grant, questioned this narrative, 
emphasising that relations between the crown and the nobility in Scotland in this 
period were mainly cooperative. Wormald argued that, during the fifteenth 
century, ideas about the place of the crown and the magnates in society and the 
generally co-operative relationship between them were never in serious 
jeopardy.5 In this assessment, the well-known crises of the fifteenth century – 
the killings of James I and James III and James II‘s war on the Douglases – were 
exceptions rather than the rule. This has been challenged by a group of scholars, 
including Norman Macdougall and several of his former PhD students, in a series 
                                         
3  John Adamson, ‗The Making of the Ancien-Régime Court, 1500-1700‘ in John Adamson (ed.), 
The Princely Courts of Europe: Ritual, Politics and Culture Under the Ancien Régime 1500-
1700 (London: Seven Dials, 2000), pp. 7-42. 
4  Jenny Wormald, ‗Taming the Magnates?‘ in K.J. Stringer, Essays on the Nobility of Medieval 
Scotland (Edinburgh: John Donald, 1985), p. 271 – this essay was first published in 1972. 
5  Ibid., p. 279. 
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of biographies of Scottish monarchs from the fourteenth to sixteenth centuries.6 
The collective approach of these biographies was articulated by Michael Brown 
in an essay for the Innes Review in which he argued that Wormald and Grant‘s 
revisionist arguments, which he termed ‗The New Orthodoxy‘, were themselves 
an oversimplification, noting that examples of both conflict between crown and 
magnates, precipitated by the ambitions of both parties, as well as cooperation, 
can be found, and that ‗models of stability and instability‘ were too simple to 
represent the developments that occurred in Scotland between the mid-
fourteenth and mid-sixteenth centuries.7 
Michael Lynch and Stephen Boardman have argued that Scottish historians of 
both periods should reach a common agenda. They noted that the turn of the 
sixteenth century is marked by a clear break in the historiography, with study of 
the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries dominated by this debate over the 
political relationship between the crown and the nobility, and that of the 
sixteenth century by the themes of Renaissance and Reformation. They were, 
however, doubtful about whether there was such a clear break in reality.8 The 
problems and opportunities presented by such a historiographical divide have 
been highlighted, in an English context, by Steven Gunn. He wrote of James IV‘s 
contemporary, Henry VII, that his ‗liminality is institutionalized in the way 
historians write and teach‘. This, noted Gunn, has led his reign to be 
marginalised as the end point of the middle ages or the beginning of the Tudor 
period. Not only that, but it overlaps with periods studied by two separate sets 
of scholars, which favour different types of sources and approach the reign from 
different perspectives. However, argued Gunn, if these two debates were 
combined they would produce unique opportunities for studying such a liminal 
reign, offering ‗two sets of questions, two hierarchies of sources, a finer 
                                         
6  Norman Macdougall, James III: A Political Study (Edinburgh: John Donald, 1982 – revised 
edition 2009); Norman Macdougall, James IV (Edinburgh: John Donald, 1989); Christine 
Mcgladdery, James II (Edinburgh: John Donald, 1990) Michael Brown, James I (Edinburgh: 
Canongate, 1994); Stephen Boardman, The Early Stewart Kings: Robert II and Robert III, 1371-
1406 (East Linton: Tuckwell Press, 1996); Jamie Cameron, James V: The Personal Rule, 1528-
1542 (East Linton: Tuckwell Press, 1998). 
7  Michael Brown, ‗Scotland Tamed?‘ in Innes Review, 45:2 (1994), pp. 120-46. 
8  Stephen Boardman and Michael Lynch, ‗The State of Late Medieval and Early Modern Scottish 
History‘ in David Ditchburn and Terry Brotherstone (eds.), Freedom and Authority: Scotland 
c. 1050 – c. 1650 (East Linton: Tuckwell, 2000), pp. 44-59. 
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analytical grid to apply to the reign where these questions and hierarchies cut 
across each other‘.9 
James IV‘s reign holds a similar place in the traditional historical narratives of 
late medieval and early modern Scotland, serving both as a satisfying conclusion 
to the crown-magnate competition of the later middle ages, and an early 
flourish of the Scottish Renaissance of the sixteenth century. It has been 
regarded as a golden age, some tragically brief years of peace in a tumultuous 
era, all the more striking as his father James III had quarrelled with the nobility 
and ultimately died at their hands – an event that stands as one of the keynotes 
in the traditional narrative depicting the fifteenth century in Scotland as a 
chaotic period. Norman Macdougall noted that there was a tradition, and one 
that he did not substantially disagree with, of James as ‗an active, popular, 
effective ruler – war lord, patron of the arts, firm enforcer of the law, 
generously endowed with the kingly virtues of piety and liberality‘.10 This broad 
view of the king was first advanced by sixteenth century writers and echoed by, 
among others, Walter Scott in the nineteenth century and R.L. Mackie in the 
twentieth. Macdougall had two main problems with this tradition. The first was 
that there was a tendency to play down political turmoil in the early part of 
James IV‘s reign to have him emerge as a fully-fledged ‗Renaissance prince‘ as 
soon as possible. Second, and related to this, was that when James did achieve a 
long period of domestically stable adult rule – from around 1497 to 1513 – 
historians were unsure what to do with it. 
With little material to construct a dramatic narrative, historians tended towards 
one of two approaches. Some mined the evidence for records of James‘s broad 
interests, sometimes characterised as ‗Renaissance‘, finding many anecdotal 
curiosities in this area.11 Others sought to imbue the reign with the ‗tragic 
glamour‘ of Flodden, and characterised events from 1503 onwards as an 
inevitable march towards the disastrous battle in 1513.12 The flaws in this 
                                         
9  Steven Gunn, ‗Henry VII in Context: Problems and Possibilities‘ in History, 92:307 (2007), pp. 
301-17 (p. 302). 
10   Macdougall, James IV, p. v. 
11   For instance the tale of the Alchemist Abbot of Tungland‘s attempt to fly from the 
battlements of Stirling castle - R.L. Mackie, King James IV of Scotland: a Brief Survey of his 
Life and Times (Edinburgh: Oliver and Boyd, 1958), pp. 158-9. 
12  Macdougall, James IV, pp. v-vi. 
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narrative centre on the interpretations of James IV that saw him – in R.L. 
Mackie‘s words - as a ‗moonstruck romantic‘, or a Renaissance prince.13 This 
interpretation managed to incorporate the characterisations of the age made by 
both Huizinga and Burckhardt, painting James as a quixotic hangover from the 
chivalric middle ages as well as a multi-talented man of the Renaissance. Early 
conflicts were elided so as not to obscure this picture, the king‘s breadth of 
interests were highlighted to justify his characterisation as a renaissance man, 
and the narrative of Flodden as an inevitable tragedy, partly caused by the 
king‘s ‗romantic‘ notions of going on crusade, served as the fatal end point of 
the story of a well-loved ruler whose downfall was that idealism and grandeur 
trumped pragmatism in his approach to politics. 
First Ranald Nicholson, and then Norman Macdougall, offered a re-interpretation 
of James IV. Nicholson portrayed a ‗shrewd and occasionally devious ruler, 
skilled in foreign political intrigues and in screwing as much money as possible 
out of his subjects without inciting general unrest in the process‘.14 Macdougall 
broadly followed on from this interpretation, presenting James IV as a skilful and 
usually successful ruler whose downfall at Flodden was not the inevitable result 
of a core flaw but instead the result of individual bad decisions taken on the day 
of the battle.15 Roger Mason, building on this work, suggested a different way of 
looking at James IV as a Renaissance monarch. He noted that Macdougall, in his 
analysis of previous scholarship on the king, linked the term ‗moonstruck 
romantic‘ with ‗Renaissance‘. As Mason points out, the arch-pragmatist Niccolo 
Machiavelli is regarded as a luminary of the Renaissance, and that the term fits 
James IV very well if by Renaissance we mean a pragmatic ruler who used the 
arts as part of a programme of royal ideological expression.16  
                                         
13  Macdougall, James IV, pp. vii-viii. 
14  Ibid., pp.vii-viii; Ranald Nicholson, Scotland: The Later Middle Ages (Edinburgh: Oliver and 
Boyd, 1974). 
15  Macdougall, James IV, pp. 308-310; Gervase Phillips, ‗Scotland in the Age of the Military 
Revolution, 1488-1560‘ in Edward M. Spiers, Jeremy Crang and Matthew Strickland (eds.), A 
Military History of Scotland (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2012), pp. 182-208 (p. 
190). 
16  Roger Mason, ‗Renaissance Monarchy? Stewart Kingship (1469-1542)‘ in Michael Brown and 
Roland Tanner (eds.), Scottish Kingship, 1306-1542: Essays in Honour of Norman Macdougall 
(Edinburgh: John Donald, 2008), pp. 255-78. 
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The period around the reign of James IV, then, has traditionally been 
characterised as one of change in the historiography of Scotland and Europe. In 
Scotland, the historiography of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries still to 
some extent reflects this view. Studies of the fifteenth century have tended to 
focus on politics, even if much of that focus has served to discredit the 
traditional view of it as a time of strife and decline, whereas studies of elite 
culture are much more prevalent for the sixteenth century, reflecting the 
influence of the idea of the Renaissance. James IV‘s reign serves as an important 
stage in this narrative as the point at which a king who is said to have had 
Renaissance sensibilities achieved widespread peace in the kingdom. New 
research on this reign is vital to answer Boardman and Lynch‘s call for a more 
integrated history of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, as this is the reign 
with one foot in both. Steven Gunn has highlighted the benefits of such an 
approach for James IV‘s contemporary Henry VII, and his argument can also be 
applied to Scottish history. 
Princely Courts 
One area that Boardman and Lynch highlighted for further study was the royal 
court. The study of princely courts in this period has been influenced by 
traditional narratives of decline and renewal, which have been challenged by 
recent historians of the court. Huizinga‘s Waning of the Middle Ages, which was 
originally to be entitled The Century of Burgundy, drew heavily upon evidence 
from the areas ruled by the fifteenth-century dukes of Burgundy, and just as 
Huizinga has had a profound impact on the study of the late-medieval period as 
a whole, so the study of courts in this period is heavily influenced by the court 
of the dukes of Burgundy. Werner Paravacini, who has written extensively and 
led research projects on the court of Burgundy, challenged this assumption in an 
article published in 1991. ‗It is generally accepted that the Burgundian court 
served as a model for the early modern courts of Europe‘, wrote Paravacini, 
adding that there was much still to be learned about the Burgundian court as 
well as the courts it is said to have influenced. 17 There are several reasons why 
                                         
17  Werner Paravicini, ‗The Court of the Dukes of Burgundy: A Model for Europe?‘ in Ronald G. 
Asch and Adolf M. Birke (eds.), Princes, Patronage and the Nobility: The Court at the 
Beginning of the Modern Age (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1991), pp. 69-102 (p. 69); The 
idea of Burgundian influence has recently been explored in a collection of essays edited by 
Paravacini, looking at aspects of the Burgundian court as well as the European courts it is said 
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the court of Burgundy has been so central to studies of the court in this period. 
Firstly, it was of such size and splendour that it was regarded by many 
contemporaries as the grandest European court of its age.18 Second, the 
existence of a powerful non-royal polity that did not have a long ideological and 
institutional heritage, such as the dominion of the Dukes of Burgundy in the 
fifteenth century, has moved historians to focus on the court as an informal 
means of exerting ducal power over these diverse lands.19 Thirdly, there is 
evidence to suggest that the court of Burgundy had an influence on 
contemporary courts as well as later European courts in the sixteenth century.20  
Another historian who has questioned the idea that the Burgundian court is the 
year zero of European court studies is Malcolm Vale. His study of the European 
courts from the late thirteenth to late fourteenth century showed that the 
courts in the century before the Valois court of Burgundy shared many of its 
features, pointing to continuity over change in the court.21 Despite this new 
stress on continuity, there has been and remains an impression that the 
European courts of the early to mid-sixteenth century represent something 
different from the medieval courts that preceded them. On the one hand this 
takes the form of arguments that the court became increasingly institutionalised 
and central to politics in this period. For example, it is suggested that in England 
the court became increasingly central to the creation of the royal affinity in the 
early Tudor period.22 However, much of this line of thinking is bound up with the 
idea of the Renaissance in the wider sense – the idea that this was a time of 
                                                                                                                           
to have influenced - Werner Paravicini (ed.), La cour de Bourgogne et l’Europe: Le 
rayonnement et les limites d’un modèle culturel (Ostfildern: Jan Thorbecke Verlag, 2013). 
18  John Paston the younger wrote of the Burgundian court in 1468: ‗And as for the Dwyks coort, 
as of lords, ladys and gentylwomen, knyts, sqwyers and gentylmen, J hert never of non lyek 
to it, save kyng Artours cort‘ - Ibid., p. 77. 
19  C.A.J. Armstrong, ‗The Golden Age of Burgundy: Dukes that Outdid Kings‘ in A.G. Dickens, 
The Courts of Europe: Politics, Patronage and Royalty, 1400-1800 (London: Thames and 
Hudson, 1977), pp. 54-75. 
20  A.R. Myers, The Household of Edward IV: The Black Book and the Ordinance of 1478 
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1959); Gordon Kipling, The Triumph of Honour: 
Burgundian Origins of the Elizabethan Renaissance (Leiden: Leiden University Press, 1977). 
21  ‗The spectacular nature of the court of Burgundy[...] had apparently overshadowed - if not 
entirely eclipsed – the preceding period, and this was reflected in the relative paucity of 
literature on the pre-Burgundian courts of the Low Countries. We knew much more about the 
Burgundian court than its precursors, and it was in an attempt to redress this balance that the 
present study was born‘ -  Malcolm Vale, The Princely Court: Medieval Courts and Culture in 
North-West Europe, 1270-1380 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001), p. 2. 
22  Steven Gunn, Early Tudor Government, 1485-1558 (Houndmills: Macmillan, 1995), pp. 33-8. 
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renewal not only for the arts but for many aspects of society and politics, an 
idea best captured in Jacob Burckhardt‘s chapter title ‗The State as a Work of 
Art‘.23 This approach to the court, concerned with the idea of ‗Renaissance 
monarchy‘ or ‗New monarchy‘, focuses on a the triumvirate of rulers – Henry 
VIII, Francis I and Charles V – as embodiments of this new type of rulership.24 In 
this interpretation, the court largely serves as a site for the display of a ruler‘s 
Renaissance credentials. 
This debate reflects only one aspect of the court as a subject of historical 
enquiry, which has grown considerably in recent decades. For a long time the 
court was an unfashionable topic for modern historians because its 
characteristics offended the ideals of modern Europeans – its elitism ran 
contrary to the views of those who looked to the early modern period for the 
rise of the middle class and the roots of the modern liberal state.25 When the 
court was discussed by nineteenth century and early twentieth century 
historians it was sometimes defined in constitutional terms, which made it fit 
better with the agenda of historians trying to find the medieval pre-cursors to 
modern institutions. Elsewhere it ‗became a subject for a type of cultural 
history that concentrated exclusively on the ‗pomp and circumstance‘ of courtly 
life, ignoring the court‘s real functions‘.26 This approach often led to the view of 
the court as exclusively a place of cultural splendour, and has coloured historical 
perspectives on the court well into the twentieth century. 
An important milestone in the study of the court was the appearance of Norbert 
Elias‘s The Court Society. First written by Elias in 1933, it was not published 
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until 1969 in German, and not until 1983 in English.27 In its published form it 
begins with a discussion of sociology and history that shows how Elias 
approached history and what he believed the significance of studying something 
like the court to be. He described here ‗an image of mankind as a river with 
three currents running at different speeds‘. These are, he wrote, ‗biological 
evolution‘, ‗social development‘ and ‗history‘.28 From each of these streams the 
progress of the previous one seems glacially slow, so that whilst 10,000 years 
might see much ‗social development‘ it will see little if any discernible change 
in terms of human ‗biological evolution‘. In this sense, Elias writes, traditional 
historiography has tended to ignore the plane of ‗social development‘ and 
concentrate on ‗history‘ – that is, the sequence of unique and unrepeatable 
events that can be observed in the lifetime of a person. Elias‘s sociological view 
of history was focussed on this plane of ‗social development‘ – a history of 
processes and structures rather than people and events. The process that Elias 
focussed on was what he called the civilising process, which saw an emotional 
and violent mankind become civilised through internal restraint of the outward 
affects of mankind‘s natural, uncivilised nature. This process of internal 
restraint was connected to the development of wider chains of interdependence, 
which Elias saw as an effect of state formation. The court served as a stage in 
this process and a neat exemplar of inward restraint connected to state 
formation in the shape of the increasing elaboration of courtly etiquette among 
a nobility who were increasingly dependent on the centralised power of the 
monarch. This particular process was what Elias saw as ‗the courtisation of the 
warriors‘ – the transformation of the aristocracy from medieval knights into early 
modern courtiers.29  
Though he discussed this with wider scope in The Civilizing Process, these ideas 
were first developed – and outlined in more detail – in The Court Society. This 
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book focussed on the court of Louis XIV at Versailles. Elias‘s overall argument in 
The Court Society is ambivalent in places, but has been summarised by Jeroen 
Duindam as follows. Elias assumed a long-term shift in power from the nobility 
to the monarch, which was accelerated in the sixteenth century by the influx of 
precious metals, changing military techniques and the bureaucratization of 
government. By the time of Louis XIV‘s reign the nobility were financially 
dependent on the king and had to attend court to compete for favours. 
Attendance at court made them increasingly dependent as they spent large sums 
of money in status competition with other members of the nobility. In the 
unstable world of the court there was constant competition to be held in high 
esteem by courtly society and by the king in particular. Etiquette and ceremony 
made the hierarchy at court visible, and were a means of gauging a courtier‘s 
position in this struggle. Louis XIV manipulated this system to maintain 
competition among his courtiers. To further control the nobility, Louis XIV gave 
high office to the bourgeoisie and played the two groups off against each other. 
By these means the nobility became trapped at court. This produced certain 
courtly characteristics: the art of observation, with which courtiers could 
understand the position of those around them in the court hierarchy; the skill of 
manipulating others; and ‗court rationality‘ – the restraint of affects in order to 
maintain one‘s position at court.30 
The publication of The Court Society in 1969 was followed by an increasing 
historical interest in the court from the early 1970s. However, as Jeroen 
Duindam pointed out, there was not always a direct link between this historical 
research and Elias‘s work. Some contributions kept a conscious distance from 
theoretical assessments and others borrowed from his work with one hand and 
criticised him with the other. On the whole though, Elias‘s work has had a 
significant impact on historical studies of the court in all periods.31 For instance, 
a recent essay collection about the courts of ancient monarchies was explicit 
about its influence.32 The first historian to fully engage with Elias‘s thesis, 
however, was Jeroen Duindam in his book Myths of Power, which serves both as 
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a historical study of the court and a critique of Elias‘s model. Duindam criticised 
the model on a number of points relating to the period around the reign of Louis 
XIV, showing that the nobility were not merely the pawns of the king at court 
but could use it as an instrument of power themselves, that Elias exaggerated 
mobility at court over the importance of noble pedigree, which had a central 
role in court ceremony, and that Elias‘s portrayal of the competition between 
the nobility and the bourgeoisie is incomplete and vague. He also made a 
number of criticisms with a more general bearing on the study of history and the 
court, highlighting the problem of identifying to exactly which time, place and 
social stratum Elias‘s argument applies, showing that, though the abstract 
elements of Elias‘s argument fit together, they can fall apart when applied to 
specific situations. Duindam wrote: ‗Thus in Elias there is a yawning gap 
between fact and theory, which he, like those he criticised for this deficiency, 
was unable to bridge‘. Duindam also highlighted the inconsistency that The 
Court Society is based on a specific period of history but is presented as a theory 
that is applicable elsewhere. His most severe criticism, however, is of Elias‘s 
reliance on the notion of an all-encompassing process of civilisation and state 
formation – an idea that Duindam identifies as a relic of the nineteenth and 
early twentieth century, the period leading up to the original composition of 
Elias‘s model of the court.33 
Nevertheless, Duindam does not wholly reject Elias‘s approach; rather, he says 
that if Elias‘s loaded concept of civilisation is rejected, and if a more rigorous 
approach to the use of historical evidence is taken, then many of the questions 
he asked are still relevant to historians of the court. Most importantly, writes 
Duindam, Elias recognised that ‗power is not a material possession or a secret 
key which one person has and another has not, but a permanent fact of any 
relationship‘. Though Duindam noted that Elias had misunderstood some of the 
details of such power relationships at court, he nonetheless acknowledged that 
questions of power ‗conceived as the power of the network, the group, the 
forms and contacts‘ addressed by Elias were now fundamental to modern court 
studies.34 The influence of the approach of looking at such structures instead of 
individuals and events has wide currency among modern historians. For example, 
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John Watts, in a recent overview of late-medieval politics, stressed the 
importance of structures, including the court, even though he has expressed 
discomfort with the widespread use of the term ‗court‘ for certain periods.35 
Therefore the impact of Elias has been to show that the history of social and 
political elites can be defined in terms of networks and power relationships 
rather than just in terms of individuals and events. This has been modified by 
the over-arching message of Duindam‘s book, which was that theories of history 
like Elias‘s must be tested against rigorous analysis of the sources for a specific 
period rather than used as a template to apply uniformly to different situations 
and individuals in different times and places. 
In the period since the publication of the The Court Society the courts of the 
fifteenth and sixteenth centuries have become a popular subject for historians. 
A recent survey of the historiography of the court in this period by Steven Gunn 
and Antheun Janse recognised the diversity of the subject as both a source of 
strength and weaknesses. At the grandest level, influenced by themes in Elias‘s 
work, the court has been studied as a vehicle of state formation. It has been 
looked at through prosopography, using the detailed study of the people of the 
court as a means of understanding it. Scholars have identified that the court is 
not simply an extension of the king‘s household but a collection of royal and 
other households, and recognised the existence of non-royal courts. As in Elias, 
the relationship of the nobility with the court has been an important theme, 
with questions asked as to whether the court was a means of controlling the 
nobility or whether the nobility could use it to further their own ends. The court 
was traditionally studied as an institution, but as the importance of informal 
power becomes more central to historians the questions of how institutions and 
informal networks interact at court has begun to be asked. The importance of 
impressing rivals and subjects at court has been addressed, and alongside this 
the sometimes amorphous idea of the court as a centre of political culture has 
been a popular subject. The court as a physical place has been dealt with in 
studies of itinerancy, courtly residences and the relationship between the court 
and the city. The material culture of the court and the patterns of everyday life 
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have been looked at. Lastly, all of these subjects are connected by the idea of 
an international court culture that stretched across Europe. 36 
The Court of James IV 
Only recently have studies that expressly focus on the princely court in Scotland 
begun to appear. The three studies that take this approach focus on individual 
monarchs: James I, James V and James VI. All three are influenced by the idea 
of the court as a centre of Renaissance culture. Andrea Thomas‘s 1997 thesis 
‗Renaissance Culture at the Court of James V, 1528-1542‘ was later printed as a 
book with minimal changes in 2005.37 As its title suggests, this study was 
primarily concerned with the court as a cultural centre. Thomas‘s work covers 
an impressive range of subjects and represents an important point of comparison 
for a study of James IV‘s court, which, she shows, had an influence on the later 
court. It provides a detailed account of Scottish court culture and compares it 
with contemporaries in an international court culture centred on competitive 
displays of magnificence such as that between Henry VIII and Francis I at the 
field of cloth of gold. Amy Juhala‘s thesis, ‗The Household and Court of King 
James VI of Scotland, 1567-1603‘ has less of an intense focus on Renaissance 
culture than Thomas.38 Juhala divided her thesis into three sections: one looking 
at the household, one at court style and a third at the relationship of the court 
to Edinburgh. It provides an in-depth exploration of the court, particularly of 
court personnel, and offers many useful comparisons for the historian of earlier 
Scottish courts on subjects such as household organisation and royal ceremonial.  
Nicola Scott‘s thesis, ‗The Court and Household of James I, 1424-1437‘, explored 
the organisation and personnel of the court as well as the cultural expression of 
the court. 39 She concluded that James I was lacking as a king in his failure to 
bring a wide cross section of the nobility into his orbit through the medium of 
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the court, and that instead, by creating a closed and exclusive court, he 
alienated much of the nobility, which may have contributed to his unpopularity. 
Scott‘s analysis ties in with the study of later courts by emphasising the king‘s 
failure to create a glittering court culture that would attract the nobility – the 
type of culture that, in Thomas‘s view, characterised the court of James V. 
No such dedicated study of James IV‘s court exists. This is perhaps surprising 
given that Renaissance culture has been such a central feature of studies of the 
Scottish court and that James has been depicted as a famous Renaissance 
prince. Aspects of the culture of the court, though, have been studied in 
considerable detail. The poetry of late medieval and early modern Scotland is 
such a large area of scholarship that it has its own international conference.40 
Many scholars of literature have found James IV‘s court a rich hunting ground. 
The idea of his reign as an ‗Aureate Age‘, an especially rich period of cultural 
production at court in general, particularly in the form of poetry, is most vividly 
captured in a poem by Sir David Lyndsay of the Mount.41 Lyndsay wrote The 
Testament and Complaynt of our Soverane Lordis Papyngo, which described 
James IV as ‗the glore of princelie gouernyng‘, in James V‘s reign but he had 
been at James IV‘s court.42 However, it is through the poetry of William Dunbar, 
who was part of and wrote about the court of James IV, that this supposed 
‗Aureate Age‘ has been more fully explored. 
In the process of studying Dunbar, literary scholars have produced some of the 
most detailed scholarly work on the Scottish court. Joan Hughes and W.S. 
Ransom wrote an introductory chapter, in their book about the poetry of the 
Stewart court as found in the Bannatyne manuscript, which focussed on the 
court of James IV as the paragon of Stewart court culture.43 Much work on 
Dunbar‘s poetry, including that of Priscilla Bawcutt, the leading scholar of 
Dunbar, has inevitably included some focus on the court of James IV as the 
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milieu in which much of his poetry was composed, performed and consumed.44 
This work tends to use the court to explain the poetry rather than to make 
conclusions about the court from the poetry. Another area ascribed to 
Renaissance culture that has received much attention is the royal building work 
of James IV, because, as Aonghus McKechnie noted, ‗documentation is far richer 
for the reign of James IV, when the royal building programme reached a 
climax‘.45 As well as McKechnie‘s survey of courtly architecture, James IV‘s 
building programme and the layout of the royal residences during his reign have 
been studied in depth by Richard Fawcett and in even more depth by John G. 
Dunbar.46 Music at court has also been studied, in particular the composer 
Robert Carver who served in the king‘s chapel royal.47 These studies do not 
directly address the subject of the household in detail, but provide context 
about its physical setting and the activities of some of its members. 
One of the widest-ranging treatments of subjects relating to the court of James 
IV is in the prefaces to the four volumes of The Accounts of the Lord High 
Treasurer that cover this reign.48 They present a miscellany of subjects arising 
from the accounts relating to the court, including the household as a domestic 
establishment, the itinerary of the court, the court as a centre of education, the 
officers of arm, musicians, jesters and dramatic performers, domestic 
furnishings and logistics, food and drink, alchemy, the religious observances of 
the king, the provision of chapels at royal residences, the celebration of 
festivals, indoor and outdoor pursuits, gifts and gratuities, art and architecture, 
the practice of medicine at court, and other miscellaneous subjects.49  Several 
histories of the reign of James IV, including R.L. Mackie‘s 1958 biography, have 
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used the treasurer‘s accounts to build up a picture of daily life at court.50 
Mackie‘s picturesque narrative of the daily life of the court includes some 
discussion of the household and of James IV‘s highly itinerant lifestyle. Some of 
the subjects discussed in these histories and the introductions to the treasurer‘s 
accounts have also been addressed in more recent works. The role of hunting at 
James IV‘s court has been covered at some length by John M. Gilbert, whose 
study of hunting in late medieval Scotland was furnished with better evidence by 
this reign than the reigns of earlier Scottish kings due to sources like the 
treasurer‘s accounts.51 There has also been work on some important individuals 
at James IV‘s court such as James Henryson.52 There is also a growing body of 
work on Margaret Tudor, whom James married in 1503, as well as a study 
focussing on Janet Kennedy, one of the king‘s mistresses.53 
Studies of the politics of the reign also focus on the court. Norman Macdougall, 
as well as providing a detailed political analysis of the reign, touches on many 
other subjects that relate to the court, such as crown expenditure and royal 
religiosity. Leslie Macfarlane‘s biography of William Elphinstone, bishop of 
Aberdeen, also provides a political account, with a focus on the activities of the 
bishop at the centre of James IV‘s government.54 Ranald Nicholson largely 
focussed on the political history of the reign, but touched on other aspects of 
the court such as the royal familiars and its cultural atmosphere and 
achievements.55  Indeed, much in these studies, given their coverage of the king 
and elite politics in the reign of James IV, is about the arena of the court, but if 
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they use the term it is usually as a broad label for the centre of royal 
government or with specific reference to its cultural aspect.56 John Watts notes 
that in the former usage, court refers to ‗a representative gathering of the great 
around the king, a slightly shapeless locale or royal authority in which the formal 
and informal government of the realm was carried out with reference to the 
king‘.57 Though these studies do not seek to define the court beyond these broad 
usages, the presence of such detailed explorations of the politics of the reign 
and other subjects relating to the court offers a vital wider context for studies 
with a more express focus on the court and household. 
Several studies on the institutions of royal government provide vital context for 
the study of the household. Trevor Chalmers‘s PhD thesis, though it focuses on a 
strictly institutional study of the council and the mechanics of royal patronage 
rather than the court as a whole, is an indispensable resource for studying James 
IV‘s court.58 It looks at the make-up of the council, made up of many men who 
can also be regarded as part of the court and some of whom held, or were 
related to those who held, posts in the household. It also, by covering the reign 
of James III as well as James IV, offers a comparison of the differences between 
the governments of the two kings, parallels for which can be found in their 
courts. This picture of the institutions of royal government during James IV‘s 
reign is further fleshed out by the work of Athol Murray on Scottish royal 
financial administration in the late medieval and early modern period. In his PhD 
thesis and in related articles, Murray outlined the workings of the Scottish royal 
finances using internal and external references.59 These studies allow a historian 
of the court to get straight into the financial records using Murray‘s work as a 
guide. Murray‘s work on financial officers also represents some of the most 
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detailed work on the duties and careers of any royal officials in this period.60 
Another PhD thesis on crown finance, and articles connected to it, by Craig 
Madden serves as a valuable companion to Murray‘s work, providing voluminous 
data and analysis on crown finance and administration. It comments on several 
aspects of the household that will be dealt with in this thesis as they relate to 
crown finance, including the nature of the comptroller‘s accounts, and includes 
some discussion of the 1508 bill of household and individual members of the 
household such as James Doig.61 
There is also a growing body of work on political culture, chivalry and ceremony 
at James IV‘s court. Mason‘s work on humanist thought and national identity 
reveals much about royal ideology during the reign, while Stevenson‘s discusses 
the role of chivalry in this ideology as well as the practice of chivalric games, 
rituals and ceremonies at the court of James IV.62 Stevenson has also explored 
the officers of arms – an element of the royal household - in considerable 
detail.63 Several aspects of religious and secular ceremony at court have also 
been explored.64 Louise Fradenburg deployed a range of terminology and theory 
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borrowed from literary criticism and psychoanalysis in her study of the language 
of ritual and ceremony at the court of James IV, and the role of the court in 
constructing an image of the monarch. 65 
Numerous aspects of James IV‘s court have been studied, and these studies 
provide a rich literature on which to build. However, the approaches taken have 
tended to reinforce divides in scholarship like the one identified by Boardman 
and Lynch between the more political approach taken to fifteenth-century 
Scottish history and the more cultural approach taken to the first half of the 
sixteenth century. When the court has been expressly discussed, it has usually 
been in studies of primarily cultural subjects, such as the poetry of William 
Dunbar. Conversely, though there have been several studies of the political, 
administrative and institutional aspects of the court, they have rarely actively 
engaged with the subject of the court and household, which encompasses all 
these areas. For example, as David Starkey noted of early Tudor England, 
‗relations between the court and Council, and court and government are close 
and continuous‘, and the same can be said of Scotland, as will be explored in 
more detail below.66 
The household was a domestic framework that encompassed the political, social 
and cultural aspects of the court all at once, and thus to study it is to move 
beyond those divides and consider the court as a multifunctional whole. Also, 
studying the household puts the spotlight firmly on the foundations of the 
Scottish court before seeking external influences that acted upon it. Graeme 
Small has highlighted the need for, and potential of, studies that focus on the 
Scottish court in a recent article as part of a collection of essays that explore 
the idea that the court of the dukes of Burgundy influenced the other courts of 
Europe. Noting the tendency to seek English and continental influences on the 
Scottish court, Small noted that ‗the impact of external influences cannot be 
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gauged without a better understanding of the court they acted upon, in 
particular its changing composition, organisation, location, material culture and 
the like‘.67 A study of the household allows just such a focus, and also provides a 
means of moving beyond the tendency to focus on high culture that has been 
exhibited in many studies of the Scottish court thus far. Jeroen Duindam had 
noted that the ‗below stairs‘ servants of early modern courts, even though they 
were numerically superior as well as fundamental to the atmosphere of court 
life, have been passed over in favour of the ‗elites pictured in Castiglione‘s 
salon-like depiction of the court‘.68 This is not say that the evidence allows the 
individual lives of lower status members of the household to be studied in great 
detail. However, they were a sizable and significant component of the household 
and need to be studied alongside those of higher status in order to more fully 
understand it. 
Court and Household 
Before entering into a study of the household, it is important to define it more 
precisely and show how it relates to the court. Jeroen Duindam wrote that ‗a 
comparison of courts necessarily starts with the household itself‘.69 Such an 
observation presupposes that there is a difference, whereas some historical 
research has tended to ignore or elide the distinction. Ralph Griffiths noted that 
historians of the fifteenth century have used the words interchangeably.70 
Ronald G. Asch noted that in English research on the middle ages especially, but 
also to some degree in France, there was a far greater tendency to refer to 
‗court‘ than to ‗household‘ compared to the rest of Europe, and that this was in 
part due to the preferences of different historians for different subjects, 
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suggesting that the relationship between the choice of word and the subject was 
sometimes arbitrary, to a degree. 71 Others have sought to define the distinction 
in terms of periodisation. David Starkey wrote of England that, over the course 
of the fifteenth century, a ‗household man‘ became a ‗courtier‘, and that the 
king‘s household became the court, adopting language to describe it from the 
continent.72 Asch has highlighted the subject of administrative functions moving 
‗out of court‘ in the early modern period, and the idea that, as opposed to the 
medieval household, the court became a centre for power struggles and a stage 
for the display of the ruler‘s majesty rather than a seat of government.73 
Griffiths identified periodisation in the understanding of the household itself, 
noting that, although it had a long history before the middle of the fifteenth 
century, an increasing self-consciousness about the household is notable in 
England from then onwards, when a ‗sequence of ordinances and treatises 
seeking to define the household‘s structure, functions and membership‘ were 
produced.74 
A distinction between court and household can be made as a distinction between 
a royal court and a noble household. Asch emphasised that what distinguished a 
court from a princely household in the early modern period was the sovereign 
power of the ruler, and that the noble household gradually became just an 
extended family whereas the king‘s household and court grew in size and 
importance. 75 A distinction can also be made between a ruler‘s court and the 
several households that constituted it. For Burgundy, Small and Brown noted 
that the court was a ‗hub‘ for the households of the duke, his wife, and other 
members of his family, ‗each with a contingent of attendants who served in the 
chamber, pantry, cellar and stables‘.76 Others have highlighted the difference 
between court and household in terms of the formal legal and administrative 
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character of the latter. Chris Woolgar, talking of the ‗great household‘ in 
medieval England more broadly, noted that it could be seen as a legal entity 
with attendant rights.77 Chris Given-Wilson defines the English royal household as 
‗the sum of the persons employed in it by the king, and its sole function was to 
service the needs of the king‘.78 Ralph Griffiths noted that contemporaries made 
a distinction between the two terms. He argued that the household had a role in 
organising the court, which was not in itself a source of organisation and 
therefore did not leave an administrative paper trail. However, he added, the 
court can be found in the records of the household, and ‗what these differing 
sources reveal is that the court was something more than the household‘, noting 
that the group at court included nobles and bishops, the households of other 
members of the royal family, and foreign visitors, amongst others, as well as the 
staff of the household. 79  
What was the difference, then, between the household and the court in James 
IV‘s Scotland? Work on the Scottish court in other reigns has addressed the 
distinction. For Nicola Scott, the difference between the household and the 
court was the difference between the organisational, institutional household and 
the cultural, visual court.80 Amy Juhala made broadly the same distinction, 
noting that the ‗court was the means of displaying the best the country had to 
offer, while the royal household was the machine that kept it all running 
smoothly‘.81 While Scott and Juhala highlight the overlapping nature of the 
household and court, they tend to regard the two as distinct entities. This is 
suggested by the titles of their theses, and is confirmed within. Scott notes the 
‗difficulty of separating the court from the household‘, but nevertheless 
proceeds to seek such a separation by, for instance, describing the separate 
                                         
77  Chris Woolgar, The Great Household in Late Medieval England (London : Yale University 
Press, 1999), p. 8. 
78  Chris Given-Wilson, The Royal Household and the King’s Affinity (London: Yale University 
Press, 1986), p. 1. 
79  Griffiths, ‗The King‘s Court During the Wars of the Roses‘, pp. 44, 46, 53. 
80  Scott implies this dichotomy when writing of Michael Brown‘s study of James I, noting that it 
‗has little to say on the court‘s cultural significance or on household‘ and also noting that 
‗The household was the centre of government in the medieval era and the court provided 
visual confirmation of the monarch‘s status‘ - Scott, ‗The Court and Household of James I‘, 
pp. 2-3. 
81  Juhala, ‗The Household and Court of James VI‘, p. 10. 
Chapter 1  31 
 
functions of each.82 Juhala does not focus on the problem of separating court 
and household, but does present the two as distinct, seeing, for instance, 
‗courtiers and household officers‘ as separate groups.83 Though Scott and Juhala 
study monarchs whose reigns are separated by nearly 130 years, with consequent 
large variations in their subjects despite both looking at the court and 
household, they take broadly similar views of the distinction between court and 
household, regarding them both as distinct and tangible entities, albeit with the 
household regarded as a fundamental counterpart and precondition of the court. 
The argument presented by this thesis agrees with much of what Scott and 
Juhala see as the distinction between court and household, but it takes a 
substantially different approach to the subject that deals more directly with the 
issue of the household and its relationship with the court. At its core, the 
household was a set of rules and organisational structures and the people 
governed by them. It was central to the court, which was the physical 
environment, those who physically occupied that environment at any given time 
and, more loosely, those associated with that environment. In its most direct 
sense, as the space around the king and the people within it, the court could, 
theoretically, at a given point, have been composed only of individuals holding 
offices in the household, and in such cases the household, or part of the 
household, was the court. Thus, the two are not entirely distinct, and one 
cannot identify two groups of people and say that one was the household and 
one was the court. Anyone could be part of the court, in principle, if only 
temporarily, by simply being in the presence of the king, whereas the household 
was a more strictly defined group, members of which were likely to be regularly 
at court and comprise some, most, or all of the court at any given point.84 
The point can be illustrated by a study of two contemporary literary depictions 
of the court and the household, and of contemporary usages of the terms. One 
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perspective on this distinction is suggested by the William Dunbar poem – Schir 
ye haue mony seruitouris – quoted at the beginning of this chapter. This poem is 
very explicitly located in the physical world of the court. Dunbar makes this 
clear when he suggests that the group of praiseworthy people quoted above are 
in physical company with the king (‗And richt convenient for to be|With ʒour hie 
regale maiestie‘) and when he refers to the behaviour of unworthy recipients of 
royal reward in the second half of the poem (‗So grit abusioun for to se, |Daylie 
in court befoir myn e‘), thus defining the court as a physical place.85 Earlier lines 
were specific about the nature of this behaviour, and its place in the physical 
context of the court. Dunbar complains about them scrounging for food in the 
hall (‗hall huntaris of draik and duik‘) shoving their way through the throng 
(‗Schulderaris and schowaris that hes no schame‘) and rushing into the king‘s 
doors (‗Bot to mak thrang, schir, in your duris, |And rusche in quhair thay 
counsale heir‘).86 Dunbar, therefore, emphasises that the praiseworthy groups he 
describes are in the physical presence of the king and describes the actions of 
the unworthy group as physically taking place before his eyes at court, 
referencing the hall, a central feature of royal residences.87 He also emphasises 
the tendency of these unworthy people to rush into doors, a feature of the 
physical environment of the court that was, at least in theory, policed by the 
king‘s ushers. They did so, he wrote, to reach a place where counsel was given 
to the king, which could be a reference to the king‘s chamber, another key 
feature in royal residences.88 This poem, then, is firmly rooted in a physically-
defined court. 
Though it does not explicitly make such distinctions, it also reveals, when placed 
alongside other sources, the boundaries between different groups at court. A 
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brief exploration of royal rewards provides context for a greater understanding 
of these boundaries. The Scottish crown had two principal financial offices in 
this period: the treasurer and the comptroller. The treasurer drew on various 
extraordinary forms of revenue, such as taxation, feudal casualties and the 
proceeds of justice, and its revenues increased dramatically during James IV‘s 
reign, its receipts rising from around £4,500 in 1496-7 to around £28,000 in 1512, 
through the crown‘s aggressively acquisitive financial policies.89 The comptroller 
drew on the revenues of the king‘s property – a source of income that is difficult 
to measure but also increased over the course of the reign, albeit not as 
dramatically as that of the treasurer, going from around £6,000 in 1496-7 to 
around £13,000 in 1508-9.90 In terms of expenditure, in theory the comptroller 
was responsible for the royal household, while the treasurer was responsible for 
all other costs. The expenditure of both officers increased in similar proportions 
to their income, the comptroller‘s expenditure on the fees and provisions of the 
household rising from about £6,000 in 1496-7 to around £12,500 in 1508-9, and 
the treasurer‘s rising from about £8,000 in 1496-7 to about £39,000 in 1512.91  
A variety of rewards was available both from the comptroller and the treasurer 
to servants at court. From the comptroller one might receive a fee, a regular 
payment for horse provender and the right to live at the king‘s expense – that is, 
to be provided with bed and board in the royal residence.92 From the treasurer 
one could receive a range of rewards ranging from presents and occasional 
grants of money or some other benefit from the king to the more formalised 
payments of livery allowances and pensions.93 A servant could enjoy rewards 
from the accounts of both officers. For instance, George Bard, who received an 
ordinary fee of household from the comptroller, also received an allowance of 
cloth from the treasurer,94 whereas Alexander McCulloch of Myreton, who was 
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paid a pension from the treasurer, also had the right to live at the king‘s 
expense, recorded in the comptroller‘s accounts.95 The distinction is that those 
receiving benefits from the comptroller – either in the form of a fee or the right 
to enjoy the king‘s hospitality – belonged to the household according to formal 
contemporary definitions, as will be explored more fully in the following 
chapter. Those who received neither of these two rewards but were still paid by 
the treasurer were royal servants in a more general sense.96 
This context helps us to understand the way Dunbar chooses to depict people at 
court, and if the setting of the poem is undoubtedly the physical space around 
the king, its focus is the people who occupied that space. It is various forms of 
craftsmen that receive the most detailed attention, appearing together in the 
lines of description by Dunbar at the beginning of this chapter.97 There is a 
rhetorical reason why Dunbar focuses on this group of craftsmen at court. He 
argues that his poetic works will stand the test of time better than any of the 
products of these craftsmen‘s labours.98 However, the craftsmen were also 
focussed on because of their position relative to Dunbar in the schema of reward 
recipients outlined above. Craftsmen figure largely in the pension accounts from 
the treasurer. Of the eleven distinct crafts that Dunbar mentions in this poem, 
at least one representative of seven of them can be found receiving a pension in 
the pension accounts.99 All of them can be found receiving rewards of some kind 
or another from the treasurer.100 By contrast, few craftsmen received a fee from 
the comptroller or the right to the king‘s hospitality.101 
Though the poem is dominated by reference to specific types of worthy servants, 
such as the craftsmen, and to unworthy behaviour at court, at the beginning of 
the poem Dunbar lists types of worthy servants using more general words: 
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‗Kirkmen, courtmen and craftismen fine‘.102 ‗Kirkmen‘ is a general term for an 
ecclesiastic of some sort, who could serve the court in a variety of 
administrative, governmental and ecclesiastical capacities, whereas ‗craftismen‘ 
is an umbrella-term for many types of individuals with specific skills, 
encompassing those who are listed individually later in the poem. A courtman, 
by the same token, is a general term for an individual associated with the court. 
The Dictionary of the Older Scottish Tongue defines courtman as simply ‗an 
attendant at court; a courtier‘. Who exactly these courtmen were is less clear. 
Given that the poem sets out to describe the king‘s servants in a courtly setting, 
and given that courtmen seems to be a general term for those in attendance at 
court, then it could be argued that all those described in the poem are courtmen 
in one way or another. Courtman, then, could surely apply to many of the 
individuals referred to by more specific terms in the poem: ‗Men of armes and 
vailᴣeand knychtis‘, ‗Chevalouris‘, ‗Doctors in iure and medicyne‘ and 
‗menstralis‘ are all terms which could be applied to individuals who were 
demonstrably in regular attendance at court.103  There is another group that 
Dunbar ignores in the rest of the poem and which perhaps most neatly fits the 
term ‗courtmen‘: the officers of the household paid fees in the comptroller‘s 
accounts, most of whom were in regular attendance at court. 
Dunbar name-checked the various groups that made up the court as a whole but 
spent most of the poem discussing groups that did not receive a fee from the 
comptroller. This shows that he made a distinction between the groups at court 
along the same lines as those controlling the royal purse strings made a 
distinction between those who received fees from the comptroller and others. 
The reason Dunbar made this distinction, and focussed on the latter group, was 
that he was part of that group. This was what made his argument for preferment 
in the poem coherent. There is no evidence that Dunbar was entitled to enjoy 
the king‘s hospitality, or that he received a fee from the comptroller, and as far 
as we know, Dunbar‘s main form of remuneration at court was in the form of a 
pension paid by the treasurer. This pension has been well-documented by 
literary scholars, who have shown that it rose from £10 annually in 1500 to £80 
                                         
102  Bawcutt, Dunbar, I, p. 3. 
103  Bawcutt, Dunbar, I, pp. 3, 4, 9; TA, I, p.ccxlii; Mason, ‗―Regnum et Imperium‖‗, p. 132; 
Stevenson, Chivalry and Knighthood, pp. 185-9. 
Chapter 1  36 
 
annually by 1510.104 The groups he discusses at length in the poem are, by and 
large, those who were in competition for rewards from the same source. 
Dunbar‘s poem, then, offers the perspective of an individual with interests at 
court as part of a group which, in terms of the organisation of the court, was 
peripheral, clamouring for reward from the king. Gavin Douglas‘s Palace of 
Honour, written around 1500 and dedicated to James IV, offers a perspective on 
the rules and regulations that structured the world in which Dunbar was trying to 
find a place.105 Towards the end of the poem, Douglas offers ‗an idealised 
version of the Scottish royal household‘, in which household and other royal 
offices are held by virtues, sometimes placed in contradistinction to the vices 
that they mitigate by diligent execution of the duties of their office.106 So the 
‗Garitour‘, or watchman, is ‗Lawtie‘, or Loyalty, the porter is Patience, the 
master of household is Charity, the royal secretary is Constance, the treasurer is 
Liberality. Innocence and Devotion are clerks of closet and ‗Cubiculairis‘, or 
attendants in the bed-chamber, the comptroller is Discretion, the ushers of the 
chamber are Humanity and ‗trew Relatioun‘, ‗Peace, quiet and rest‘ are 
‗Marschellis of Renoun‘, the cook is Temperance, the carver is Humility, the 
master sewar had ‗Verteous discipline‘, the cupbearer is Mercy, the Chancellor 
is Conscience, with the four assessors, Science, Prudence, Justice and Sapience, 
who also serve as the auditors of the exchequer. ‗Lauborous diligence‘, Good 
Works and Clean Living are the ‗Outstewartis‘ and ‗Catouris‘ – references to the 
caterers, or buyers, and possibly the ballivi ad extra.107 A minstrel is ‗Gude 
hope‘, the king‘s almoner is Piety, the king‘s lieutenant is Fortitude, and the 
‗King‘s Minʒeoun‘ has Verity. 
Douglas presents the household in terms of the different ideal virtues that a king 
would look for in his servants, thus providing a picture of the different functions 
and roles of household officers that will be discussed in more detail below. 
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However, the overall impression given by this list is that of order and virtue over 
the chaos and vice depicted by Dunbar. In fact, the lines immediately prior to 
this listing of virtues as royal officers are reminiscent of the second half of 
Dunbar‘s poem. Here, a number of characters are presented thronging the royal 
residence and attempting to gain entry. These are the vices which the Virtues in 
office repel, made explicit in the case of Loyalty the watchman, the first officer 
on the list, who shouted to the throng trying to get in: ‗―Out on falsheid, the 
Mother of euerie vice! Away, Invy and birnand couetice!‖‘. The list finishes with 
the statement that ‗And schortlie euerie vertew and plesance/ Is subiect to ʒone 
Kingis obeysance‘ and the next stanza begins with the words of the nymph who 
guides the poem‘s narrator: ‗―Cum on,‖ said scho, ―this ordinance to vesite‖‘.108 
This picture of the household, therefore, is of a force for obedience and order in 
a sometimes unruly courtly world, the same unruly courtly world that was the 
focus of competition for Dunbar and others like him.  
The picture painted by these poems is one in which the court as a whole is a 
fluid and competitive environment with the royal office-holders most likely to be 
in the presence of the king providing the solid foundation around which 
everything else moves. This is the fundamental difference between the 
household and the court. It is a picture that is reinforced by other Scots usages 
of the words ‗court‘ and ‗household‘. A brief study of contemporary usages of 
the word household and court in the records of the treasurer, however, reveals 
several subtly different usages of the terms. Broadly speaking, ‗household‘ is 
used to denote specific accounts, books, expenses and clerks: all features of a 
bureaucratised institution, and one that is set alongside other institutions in the 
reference to the clerks of ‗Registre, Houshald, Chancellary and Thesaurar‘.109 By 
contrast, ‗court‘ seems to be used more broadly to describe the group of people 
around the king, of the place inhabited by the king and that group of people, 
though we cannot completely exclude the possibility that ‗court‘, was 
sometimes applied in a technical sense that the sources do not allow us to see. 
One unique source allows us to see how a man who had attended the court of 
James IV used the word ‗court‘. A letter of David Lyndsay‘s from 1531, when he 
was serving as an ambassador to James V, is ‗one of the few known surviving 
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examples of letter-writing in Scots before the 1540s‘. Moreover, written 
‗without either scribal intermediary or editorial intervention, the document 
preserves Lyndsay‘s usages and word choices‘, and the letter is ‗brief, concisely 
expressed in Scots‘. Thus it gives us a fairly unrefined insight into the language 
of a servant of the court, and is especially useful for present purposes because it 
makes frequent use of the word ‗court‘ itself. Lyndsay uses the word five times, 
in matter-of-fact and casual fashion, to describe his movements, such as ‗I was 
Reddy to depart furth of ye cowrt Imperiell‘ and ‗I Ramanit in ye cowrt vij 
owikis and od dayis‘.110 In Lyndsay‘s usage in this letter, ‗court‘ is a 
straightforward and uncontroversial term for the physical world of a ruler, in 
this case Charles V. John Ireland used the term in a similar way, noting that his 
‗The Meroure of Wyssdome‘ was written ‗in the castell of Edinburgh in the court 
of our souerane Lord‘.111 
The more institutional usage of the term ‗household‘, and the more institutional 
nature of the household itself, is demonstrated by two contrasting references to 
the bureaucracy of the court and household. A reference to a delivery of grain 
‗quhilk is enterit in the Kingis bukis of houshald‘ refers to specific books, 
whereas an entry recording a payment to a saddler for gear for the king, queen 
and court is subtly less specific when it refers to the expenses being written 
down ‗in the compts of certane servitouris in the Court‘.112 Though this second 
payment is clearly referring to specific servants, it refers to their accounts in 
general terms – these were the ephemeral accounts and receipts that were 
compiled in the treasurer‘s accounts. By contrast, the references to the 
household books are to specific books that recorded the purchase, receipt and 
use of goods. The household was defined by such records whereas the accounts 
of servants of the court are merely the bureaucratic ephemera of a group of 
people that was defined by physical proximity to the king.113 
                                         
110  Janet Hadley Williams, ‗―Of officiaris serving thy senyeorie‖: David Lyndsay‘s diplomatic 
letter of 1531‘ in L.A.J.R. Houwen, A.A. Macdonald, S.L. Mapstone (eds.), A Palace in the 
Wild: Essays on Vernacular Culture and Humanism in Late-Medieval and Renaissance Scotland 
(Leuven: Peeters, 2000), pp. 125-40 (p. 127). 
111  J.H. Burns, ‗John Ireland and ―The Meroure of Wyssdome‖‗ in Innes Review, 6:2 (1955), pp. 
77-98 (p.87). 
112  TA, I, p. 244; TA, IV, p. 307. 
113  D.A.L. Morgan has noted how the term court was also broad in fifteenth century England, 
even as it evolved from the equivalent of the relatively unspecific term ‗curia‘ to include the 
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It is easy to see why the household is regarded as a ‗solid backbone‘ to the court 
by historians, because it is in the administrative records of the household that 
we find evidence for organisation and structure at the court, which otherwise 
can often seem formless, put down on paper. The records of the household were 
born out of a need to define particular rights and responsibilities, which were 
open to negotiation and change, and which existed beyond their simple 
application to people who lived and served with the king. What Scots in the 
reign of James IV meant when they referred to the royal household, and the 
institution or institutions, people and overlapping layers of administrative 
structure at its heart will be explored in the course of this thesis. However, the 
word household, whatever its exact usage, always referred to the whole or some 
part of this set of administrative ideas, which were attempts to impose structure 
upon the court. The word court, on the other hand, precisely because it was 
inexact and could encompass the varied and ever-changing world that the king 
inhabited without having to establish rules and draw strictly-defined boundaries, 
was, for contemporaries, apparently a more straightforward term for describing 
the people around the king and the space they occupied, as the letter of Lyndsay 
demonstrates.  Therefore, the household is not simply something to be defined 
in distinction to the court but rather an instrument of definition in itself, 
brought to bear on the inherently fluid and changing world of the court. To study 
the household, therefore, is to study the primary source of rules, codes and 
boundaries controlling the domestic world of the court, and the people affected 
by them.114 
Sources 
The sources for the study of the household in James IV‘s reign are richer than for 
any previous Scottish reign. Many of them represent the earliest survivals of such 
sources, and they range from records of crown finance and patronage to 
                                                                                                                           
word courtier, incorporating notions of ‗curialitas‘ that became more widely used in English 
literature from the end of the fifteenth century – D.A.L. Morgan, ‗The house of policy‘, pp. 
68-9. 
114  This is not to say that there was always a clear distinction between usages of ‗court‘ and 
‗household‘. The kitchen staff of the household were divided between the king‘s kitchen and 
another kitchen for which both the Latin terms ‗curia‘ and ‗familia‘ were used at different 
points, suggesting that there was a degree of semantic overlap between the broader idea of 
the household, which will be discussed in more detail in the following chapter, and the idea 
of the court – ER, X, p. 378; ER, XIII, p. 256. 
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diplomatic letters and poetry. The 1508 bill of household, the exchequer rolls, 
including the comptroller‘s accounts, the treasurer‘s accounts, the Register of 
the Great Seal, the Register of the privy seal, the accounts of later chroniclers, 
descriptions of Scotland by foreign officials and the poetry of William Dunbar are 
the sources used most here, and will be discussed in more detail below. Not only 
that, but many of these sources are printed and easily available, yet remain 
underused. This is perhaps because of a tendency in Scottish history, noted by 
Bruce Webster, for sources that are easily available in abundance to be passed 
over in search of more obscure sources.115 Despite the relative abundance of 
materials compared to previous Scottish reigns, James IV‘s household is poorly 
served by surviving evidence compared to some contemporary households 
elsewhere in Europe. For example, Richard Vaughan noted that the documentary 
material for Valois Burgundy, much of which relates to the court, is so vast that 
historians might be ‗hampered by its very abundance‘, while A.L. Brown wrote 
that historians of late-medieval England have the benefit of ‗literally tons and 
tons of documents, recording hundreds of millions of transactions‘.116 
There are a number of miscellaneous records relating to the household from this 
reign, published and unpublished, some of which represent the earliest Scottish 
records of their type. This includes a year‘s worth of ‗Liber Emptorum‘ records 
from the year 1511-12, offering data for the study of household provisioning.117 
There are also the accounts of the ‗Liber Domicilii‘ from 1511-12 from the 
household of the baby prince James (later James V) which shows records of 
stores as well as purchases for the young prince‘s establishment.118 The most 
useful of these rare survivals for the present study is the earliest Scottish bill of 
household, a document from January 1508 listing those entitled to live at the 
                                         
115  Writing of the potential of the exchequer rolls for economic historians, Webster noted ‗If the 
rolls were unprinted and in London or Rome, their contents would no doubt have been 
analysed long since and published in usable form. As, however, the originals are in Edinburgh, 
and since a complete transcript is in print, very little use has been made of the most obvious 
source on Scotland‘s economy in the Middle Ages‘ – Bruce Webster, Scotland from the 
Eleventh Century to 1603 (London: The Trinity Press, 1975), 140; A.L. Brown, in an article 
from 1978, similarly, noted that another printed source, the acts of the lords of council in 
civil cause to 1495, had been in print since 1839 but ‗have never been analysed properly for 
any purpose‘ - A.L. Brown, ‗The Scottish ―Establishment‖ in the Later 15th Century‘ in The 
Juridical Review, 23 (1978), pp. 89-105 (p. 94). 
116  Richard Vaughan, Valois Burgundy (London: Allen Lane, 1975); Brown, ‗The Scottish 
―Establishment‖‗, p. 89. 
117  NAS E32/1. 
118  NAS E31/12. 
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king‘s expense in the household, offering unique information on the organisation 
of the household.119 It also provides insight into contemporary understandings of 
the structure of the household, as discussed further in chapter 2, which provides 
a structural framework for the rest of the thesis. 
The extensive surviving records of the exchequer are amongst the most 
important sources for the study of the household.120 Unlike in England where the 
exchequer was a sedentary financial department, at this time in Scotland the 
exchequer was a peripatetic event where all accounts of crown lands were 
rendered.121  The exchequer records reveal much about the duties, offices and 
titles of people at court, as well as the income from royal lands and the 
payments given to royal officials. The most fertile material for a study of the 
household enrolled in the exchequer records are the comptroller‘s accounts. 
These, most of which appear in the printed volumes of the exchequer rolls, are 
the earliest such surviving accounts for Scotland, further bolstering the case for 
a study of James IV‘s household. The comptroller was the official responsible for 
ordinary expenditure on the household.122 This included the provisioning of the 
household as well as the payment of annual fees to officers of the household, 
offering a unique record of office-holding in the household of James IV. 
Together, these accounts provide an outline of the core of domestic servants in 
the household, which was key to the structure and definition of the household as 
discussed in chapter 2, across eight separate accounts covering around eight and 
a half years between 1491 and 1509. To this can be added a copy of the fees 
paid in the 1510 comptroller‘s account that was made during the reign of James 
V.123 Also, they provide a list of members of this area of the household who are 
explored more fully in the rest of the thesis. 
                                         
119  NAS E34/1; transcribed in the appendix of Thomas, ‗Renaissance Culture‘ and Madden. 
120   ER, X-XIII; A comparison of a section of a comptroller‘s account in one of the printed editions 
of the Exchequer Rolls (ER, XI, pp. 255-7) with the relevant sample of the original (NAS 
E38/317)  showed that it was a full transcription. The only information likely to have been 
missed in the printed editions as a whole would be found in marginal notes or deletions, but 
the manuscripts checked did not suggest that a information in these areas would significantly 
add to the information in the printed editions for the purposes of this study. 
121  Murray, ‗Exchequer and Crown Revenue‘, pp. 33-88. 
122  Murray, ‗Exchequer and Crown Revenue‘, pp. 204-242. 
123  ER, X (Edinburgh: H.M. General Register House, 1887) pp. 371-9; ‗Accounts of Sir Duncan 
Forestar of Skipinch, Comptroller, 1495-1499‘ in Miscellany of the Scottish History Society, IX 
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Most of the information in the exchequer rolls is provided by the accounts of 
royal financial officers around the realm, the custumars, baillies of burghs and 
ballivi ad extra, which were submitted to the exchequer. The discharge side of 
these accounts provides information about the payment of fees which 
supplements that found in the comptroller‘s accounts. It also reveals sporadic 
and varied information about the activities and lives of members of the 
household as discussed in chapters 3 and 4. These accounts also provide 
substantial evidence for the holding of non-household royal offices by members 
of the household, as well as sporadic information about the rental of royal lands 
by them, subjects discussed in chapter 5. This latter subject is also illuminated 
by the vast amount of information available in the rentals of crown lands 
included in the exchequer rolls, which were the products of crown commissions 
to set the royal lands.124 
Any study of the household of James IV must also draw heavily on the first four 
volumes of The Accounts of the Lord High Treasurer.125 The treasurer was a 
permanent financial officer of the crown who received revenues from feudal 
casualties and was responsible for extraordinary expenditure.126 The accounts of 
expenditure are particularly useful for a study of the court. The expenditure 
accounts come in the form of separate accounts for different types of 
expenditure – such as expenditure on the royal wardrobe or on royal building 
works – as well as large miscellaneous accounts. The familiarity of many of the 
more celebrated entries from the accounts, such as those relating to the 
‗Wallace sword‘ possessed by James IV, and the use of extracts from the 
accounts in narrative histories of the reign leave the impression that their 
                                                                                                                           
(Edinburgh: Scottish History Society, 1958), pp.  57-81; ER, XI, p. 250-60; ER, XII, pp. 175-86; 
ER, XIII, pp. 115-24, 249-60; Murray, ‗Exchequer and Crown Revenue‘, appendix pp. 75-80. 
124  ER, X, pp. 629-763; ER, XI, pp. 387-460; ER, XII, pp. 613-710; ER, XIII, pp. 589-657. 
125  TA, I-IV – the accounts are printed but some sections of them have been abridged or 
reordered. However, these changes, based on an examination of some of the original 
manuscripts (NAS E21/6 and E21/9), do not appear to remove any whole entry, but rather to 
condense or collate entries. For example, several similar payments to the same individual in 
the same account are sometimes abridged, and some entries in cloth and clothing accounts 
the main payment is included but subsequent payments relating to the garment are omitted. 
Many of these abridgements are indicated in the text of the printed editions. 
126  Murray, ‗Exchequer and Crown Revenue‘, pp. 272-320. 
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potential has been exhausted.127 However, a huge volume of rich material 
available in these accounts remains to be explored systematically to reveal in 
more detail the many aspects of the life of the court that they touch on. For 
instance, David Ditchburn noted that there was a rich body of material on the 
conspicuous consumption of the king here that was largely unstudied.128 These 
accounts remain underused as a source for the systematic study of the household 
of James IV. They also make a compelling case for the court of James IV as a 
subject of study because his was the first Scottish reign for which these accounts 
survive in significant number, the only previous survivor being the account for 
1473-4 from the reign of James III. The records of the treasurer form the basis 
for chapter 3, which examines the activities of members of the household, and 
also provide a wealth of information for the discussion of careers in royal service 
in chapter 4. 
James IV‘s reign is also the earliest from which a register of the records of the 
Privy Seal survive.129 It reveals appointments to royal offices, as well as more 
general acts of patronage. In combination with the records of the Great Seal 
they provide a record of the dense network of patronage that centred on the 
court and council of James IV. 130 These sources are invaluable for understanding 
the careers and lives of members of the household within and beyond the 
immediate world of the court, and as such they form the basis for chapter 5, 
which explores the land-holdings and connections of members of the household, 
and provide much of the material for chapter 4, about lives at court. 
                                         
127  For a discussion of references to the ‗Wallace sword‘ and references to it in the Treasurer‘s 
Accounts of James IV‘s reign see David H. Caldwell, ‗The Wallace Sword‘ in Ted Cowan (ed.), 
The Wallace Book (Edinburgh: Birlinn, 2007), pp. 169-75. 
128  David Ditchburn, Scotland and Europe: The Medieval Kingdom and its Contacts with 
Christendom, c.1215-1545 (East Linton: Tuckwell, 2000), p. 181. 
129  Scottish Record Office, Guide to The National Archives of Scotland (Edinburgh: TSO, 1996), p. 
95; M. Livingstone (ed.), The Register of the Privy Seal of Scotland, I (Edinburgh: H.M. 
General Register House, 1908). The printed register, based on a sampe examined (in NAS 
PS1/2), provides full transcriptions, but they are rearrenged from their original order into 
chronological order. 
130  James Balfour Paul (ed.), The Register of the Great Seal of Scotland 1424-1513 (H.M. General 
Register House, 1882). Based on an exmaination of NAS C2/12, the printed edition 
substantially abridges the individual entries from the manuscripts, removing much of the 
formulaic language and presenting the witness lists and places and dates in a different 
format. Nonetheless, the substance of the documents, and the designations exlored in detail 
in Chapter 5, remain intact. 
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Administrative records from James V‘s reign can also be a source for the court of 
James IV. One of the Comptroller‘s Accounts that survives from James IV‘s reign 
actually survives as a copy from James V‘s reign, and this is indicative of a more 
general willingness to look to the reign of the father for guidance on 
bureaucratic issues relating to the household which can be found in other 
records from James V‘s reign. For example, an entry in the Register of the Privy 
Seal confirming an appointment in the household of James V stipulated that the 
perquisites and duties of the office should be ‗siclik as ony uther zeman of the 
kingis faderis hous had of befor‘.131 
There are no contemporary Scottish chronicles surviving from James IV‘s reign, 
but several later sixteenth-centuries chronicles touch on it, and other sources 
such as diplomatic letters and poetry help to fill the gap. These range from 
summaries of the reign that are short or lacking in detail about the king such as  
those provided by the Asloan manuscript, Hector Boece, Alexander Miln or John 
Bellenden, to longer descriptions from Adam Abell, or, in the later sixteenth 
century, Robert Lindsay of Pitscottie and George Buchanan.132 The richest 
surviving prose sources from James IV‘s court are records left by ambassadors or 
other foreign officials attending the court on behalf of their overlords. The most 
famous and most used of these is the letter by Pedro de Ayala, the Spanish 
diplomat, describing James IV and the kingdom for the benefit of Ferdinand and 
Isabella at the time when James was on the international marriage market and 
Spain was a possible source of a bride. It offers many useful insights on the court 
to compare with the administrative sources.133 There are also references to the 
court in other diplomatic letters of this period, such as one letter that describes 
the control of access to the king. Another detailed record by a foreign observer 
is the account of the wedding of James IV and Margaret Tudor written by the 
English Somerset Herald, John Young, who was part of the English party that 
travelled with the queen to Scotland.134 This account is unrivalled by any other 
                                         
131  RSS, I, no. 3294. 
132  Macdougall, James IV, pp. 289-303. 
133  G.A. Bergenroth (ed.), Calendar of Letters, Despatches and State Papers Relating to the 
Negotiation Between England and Spain, I (London: Longman, 1862), no. 210. 
134  John Younge, ‗The Fyancells of Margaret, eldest Daughter of King Henry VIIth to James King 
of Scotland : Together with her Departure from England, Journey into Scotland, her Reception 
and Marriage there, and the Great Feasts held on that Account‘, in John Leland, Antiquarii de 
Rebus Britannicis Collectanea, IV (London: Gul. et Jo. Richardson, 1770), pp. 258-300. 
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source for the reign as a description of ceremony at the court of James IV. The 
poetry of William Dunbar is a unique body of writing by an early Scottish court 
poet who was acutely conscious of the courtly milieu he inhabited, providing a 
great volume of commentary on the subject of the court.135 Many of his poems 
directly refer to James IV‘s court, and many of the others contain lines or 
references to the court as a general concept. As Dunbar was himself part of 
James IV‘s court, what he wrote has significance as a literary product of that 
court. Therefore Dunbar is useful for specific information about subjects relating 
to members of the household, most notably his poems about James Doig in the 
wardrobe as discussed in chapter 4, but also for attitudes towards subjects such 
as gift-giving, also discussed in chapter 4. 
Conclusion 
The period of James IV‘s reign, 1488-1513, is one that falls between two 
periodisations: the later middle ages and the Renaissance. Such periodising 
tendencies have had a profound effect on the way the court is viewed in 
Scotland and beyond, from Elias‘s grandiose civilising process, with the court as 
its centre turning medieval warriors into early modern courtiers, to the 
historians of the Scottish court and subjects related to it, who, when discussing 
the court, have primarily turned their hands to subjects related to the idea of a 
Renaissance, or otherwise largely sidestepped explicit discussion of the subject 
of the court. Focussing on the household is an effective way of moving beyond 
such interpretations, necessitating as it does close attention to the basis of the 
Scottish court rather than turning to models inspired by Elias and others, or 
assuming that the court was based on influences imported from other courts. It 
also moves away from the tendency to view courts as exclusively sites of high 
status politics and culture, because an undeniably large part of the household is 
composed of individuals of comparatively lower status. Focussing on the 
household also allows an exploration of the distinction between the court and 
the household, which reveals that the household is not something entirely 
separate from the court, but rather the set of rules that underpinned the court, 
and the people governed by those rules. The household of James IV, specifically, 
is particularly ripe for study because it was a relatively peaceful reign and a 
                                         
135  According to the authoritative edition of his work by Priscilla Bawcutt, 84 poems can be 
attributed to Dunbar – Bawcutt, Dunbar, I. 
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relatively long window of adult rule during a period in Scottish history beset by 
minorities, offering the chance to look at a household under a long period of 
relative stability. Likewise, it lay at the centre of a court that apparently had a 
European reputation. It is also the reign from which the first examples of several 
important sources for the study of the Scottish court survive. Even so, those 
sources are insignificant compared with the sources for other contemporary 
courts. However, this affords a more rounded view of the subject, whereas the 
study of a court with more bountiful sources would necessitate a more 
microscopic perspective. 
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Chapter 2 - The Structure of the Household: 
Definitions, Sub-divisions and Hierarchies 
The household as a structure is most readily found in surviving records detailing 
the allowance of rewards and perquisites to those within it. A letter under the 
Privy Seal from James V‘s reign appointing a household servant outlines the 
three main types of reward attached to household service. The letter to Harry 
Stewart, ‗makand the said Hary maister carvour to the king for all the dais of his 
lif‘ in 1524, stipulates that ‗For exercing and using of the quihilk office the king 
gevis‘ to ‗him the soum of xl lib., with meit and drink daily to himself and his 
four servandis, and meit to his v hors[…]To be payit be the comptroller […]of the 
reddiest of the kingis propirte, with liveray claithis of silk, that is to say, ane 
dowblat of crammisy satin, ane pair of hois of scarlot, tua breidis of blak buge‘.1 
The gift or allowance of these rewards and privileges during the reign of James 
IV is documented in three main sources: the bill of household from 1508 
concerned with the privilege known as ‗bouche of court‘; the lists of ordinary 
fees paid to individuals in the comptroller‘s accounts; and the accounts of cloth 
or clothing distributed to members of the household and others in the 
treasurer‘s accounts. It is in the records of these rewards that we find 
definitions of the household as well as the suggestion that it was these rewards 
themselves that defined it. In attempting to seek a definition of the household 
that was recognised by contemporaries, it is important to avoid falsely imposing 
a rigid definition where they did not. Jenny Wormald has noted that ‗medieval 
Scotsmen were, certainly by English standards and probably also by European 
ones, remarkably poor at definition generally‘, because the decentralised 
politics of Scotland did not encourage enough awareness of and involvement in 
the political centre ‗to produce an interest in establishing rights, privileges and 
precedents‘.2 
However, it is in the records for the rights and privileges connected to the 
household that we find a framework with which to study it. Sources reveal that 
the household was defined as those who provided domestic service and those 
                                         
1  RSS, I, no. 3280. 
2  Jenny Wormald, ‗Lords and Lairds in Fifteenth-Century Scotland‘ in Michael Jones (ed.), 
Gentry and Lesser Nobility in Late Medieval Europe (Gloucester: Alan Sutton, 1986), pp. 181-
220 (p. 186). 
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who benefited from that service, which included the domestic servants 
themselves as well as people who served the king in a variety of other ways. The 
bill of household reveals an outline of the household as those who benefited 
from domestic service, which corresponded, at its broadest, to a loosely-defined 
royal affinity. It also shows, in the shape of those who were actually listed on 
the bill, that the household could be defined as a set of servants that both met 
the domestic needs of the king and provided royal government. The 
comptroller‘s accounts show the household in its more narrow definition as a 
group of servants that provided domestic service to the king and those around 
him. The personnel of the household, then, were defined as those who provided, 
or had the right to receive the benefits of, domestic service at court. Within this 
definition, there were sub-divisions that largely related to the different types of 
service provided by the different areas of the household. Chief amongst these 
was a division between elements of the household equivalent to the domus 
magnificencie and domus providencie found in England.3 The household was also 
regarded in terms of a large number of smaller groups and offices. The many 
subordinates to those listed in the bill or receiving an ordinary fee of household, 
though they are more difficult to discern in surviving sources, were another 
feature of this structure. If sub-division was primarily based on the 
differentiation of types of service in the household, then hierarchy was a form of 
structure that was primarily concerned with the status of individuals and groups. 
Household hierarchies reflected the status of individuals and groups within 
society as a whole, whilst providing opportunities for changes in status, at least 
within the setting of the court. The household, then, was a structure that 
organised the domestic service of the king and the domestic rewards available to 
his servants and subjects. 
Definitions 
The Bill of Household I: The Household as Royal Affinity 
The broadest contemporary definitions of the household are offered by the bill 
of household from January 1508.4 It is the earliest surviving example of 
                                         
3  ‗House of magnificence‘ and ‗house of providence‘. 
4  NAS E34/1, transcribed in Andrea Thomas ‗Renaissance Culture‘ pp. 376-83 and in Madden, 
‗The Finances of the Scottish Crown‘ (University of Glasgow PhD thesis, 1975), appendix 
B/8(f). 
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confirmed Scottish origin of a genre of historical document that is central to the 
study of households and courts – the household ordinance.5 Many studies of 
medieval and early modern European courts have taken household ordinances as 
their central focus.6 They are the richest sources for the study of the structure 
of households because they represent conscious attempts by contemporaries to 
set out rules for the duties and responsibilities of household servants, and the 
rewards and perquisites received by them. Some ordinances supply a wealth of 
information in both these areas.7 They also provide evidence both for the overall 
structure of the household, by dividing the household into departments and 
showing links between these departments and between departments and the 
king, and for internal structures within departments.8 While the bill of household 
reveals much about the structure of the household, it was not written, unlike 
some other household ordinances, with the express purpose of describing that 
structure. Its introduction sets out its main purpose:  to limit those who were 
entitled to enter the king‘s residence, stating that ‗The haill place and Residens 
of the Kingis quharever It be to be clengit of all maner of Rascall and boyis weill 
and onhonest personis quhatsumever‘.9 A remark by Pedro de Ayala, the Spanish 
ambassador, in a letter reporting on Scotland written in 1498 points to the 
privileges to which the bill was designed to restrict access. He wrote: ‗Both 
spiritual and secular lords have a certain number of followers recorded in the 
                                         
5  The origins and purpose of an earlier document known as the ‗The Scottish King‘s Household‘ 
(Mary Bateson (ed.), ‗The Scottish King‘s Household‘ in Miscellany of the Scottish History 
Society (Edinburgh, 1904), pp. 3-43) from the late thirteenth or early fourteenth centuries 
are subjects of debate. For example, David Carpenter has recently argued that it might have 
been produced by an English rather than a Scottish clerk - David Carpenter, ‗‗The Scottish 
King‘s Household‘ and English Ideas of Constitutional Reform‘ on Breaking of Britain website 
(2011) - <http://www.breakingofbritain.ac.uk/blogs/feature-of-the-month/october-2011-the-
scottish-kings-household> [accessed 13 September 2013]. 
6  Such as Werner Paravacini‘s work on the ordinances of the Burgundian court: e.g. Werner 
Paravicini, ‗Die Hofordnungen Herzog Philipps des Guten von Burgund. Edition, V‘ in Francia, 
18:1 (1991), pp. 111-23. 
7  For example the Eltham Ordinances of 1526 at the court of Henry VIII, which, though never 
implemented, have been described as ‗utopian in scale and ambition‘ – Thomas Betteridge, 
‗John Heywood and Court Drama‘ in Mary Pincombe and Cathy Shrank (eds.), The Oxford 
Handbook of Tudor Literature (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009), pp. 170-86 (p. 171). 
8  For example, a household ordinance for Charles V from 1515 lays out the different roles and 
interrelationships between the king‘s chamber servants - Brown and Small, Court and Civic 
Society, pp. 111-13. 
9  NAS E34/1; The 1526 Eltham Ordinance for Henry VIII‘s court gives more specific advice for 
dealing with such unwanted persons, stipulating of the porters at the gate ‗that they doe not 
ʃuffer any Vagabonds, Raʃcalls, or Boyes, to enter in at the Gate at any time‘ - A Collection of 
Ordinances and Regulations for the Government of the Royal Household, Made in Divers 
Reigns. From King Edward III to King William and Queen Mary. Also Receipts in Ancient 
Cookery (London, 1790), p. 239. 
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books of the King, who are entitled to have their meals in the Palace when they 
come to court‘.10 As will be explored in more detail below, lists of spiritual and 
secular lords and the numbers of followers they were allowed to keep with them 
appeared in the 1508 bill, and this similarity with the document to which Ayala 
refers indicates that it was an earlier bill or something similar. This suggests that 
one of the bill‘s purposes was to curb wasteful expenditure on food. It was also 
explicitly trying to restrict access to these privileges in the physical environment 
of the itinerant court, referring to ‗the haill place and Residens of the Kingis 
quharever It be‘. The privilege of bed and board in the king‘s residence was 
known in England at this time, and possibly also in Scotland, as ‗bouche of 
court‘.11 The bill, then, is a document of discipline and economy intended to 
stop ‗boyis weill‘ and other unwelcome persons from intruding on exclusive 
privileges associated with the king‘s residence.12  
However, the bill extended beyond those who were named or listed by office on 
it. Two lines in the bill‘s introduction and some entries in its main body 
demonstrate its plasticity. The introduction makes provisions for lords, knights 
and gentlemen of reputation ‗extra ordinar out of þe bill of houshald‘ and their 
servants. Also, when the bill lists the entitlement of falconers it includes, 
alongside named individuals, an entry for ‗þe falconaris that beris hakis‘.13 This 
is recognition by the bill‘s authors that they were attempting to distil into a list 
a group of people that was inherently indefinable and open-ended. This reveals 
a tension caused by the attempt to formalise access to the king‘s residence 
                                         
10  Calendar of State Papers: Spain, I (1862), no. 210 <http://www.british-history.ac.uk> 
[accessed 13 September 2013]. 
11  Thomas, Princelie Majestie, p. 18; The phrase is not found in Scottish records from James IV‘s 
reign, but a letter under the Privy Seal from 1524 refers to ‗busche of court‘ – RSS, I, p. 3319. 
12  For an equivalent document from England see the 1454 document that set out an 
abridgement of Henry VI‘s household – Proceedings and Ordinances of the Privy Council of 
England, VI (1837), pp. 220-33; Kate Mertes has noted that such disciplinary measures were 
not uncommon in large aristocratic households in England – Kate Mertes, English Noble 
Household (Oxford: Blackwell, 1988), pp. 177-8. 
13  NAS E34/1; This could refer to one or more of several contexts in which falconers bore hawks. 
James IV received many gifts of hawks, and this allowance may have referred to the servants 
of those giving the gift that brought the hawk to him. However, it is more likely that it 
referred to falconers who sometimes served as subordinates of members of the household 
named in the bill of household or lists of ordinary fees, such as Andrew ‗Dande‘ Doull. A 
payment to Doull in 1502 for hose and shoes for three ‗childer that beris halkis‘ suggests such 
a relationship – TA, II, p. 156. Some may also have operated independently in serving the 
king, as John M. Gilbert has shown that many falconers served James in some capacity over 
the course of the reign – Gilbert, Hunting and Hunting Reserves, pp. 77-8. 
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whilst accommodating the rights of groups that would be either very difficult or 
impossible for the writers of the bill to specifically list in advance. Nonetheless, 
the stipulation that any lord who gained entry who was not on the bill was ‗to be 
nemmyt quhat he was at þe nixt compt be name be þe mercheall‘, points to an 
effort to formalise the access to household privileges of such people, and 
perhaps even to include them on future administrative documents like the bill, 
and suggests an ongoing struggle of bureaucracy against day-to-day reality. 14 
These provisions for people not specifically listed on the bill point to a broad 
definition of the household. This has similarities to the picture of the household 
that David Grummitt identified when writing of the English royal household in 
the reign of Edward IV, noting that the household grew significantly during the 
Yorkist period, and that by ‗the end of Edward‘s reign the household had largely 
engulfed the wider affinity‘.15 
The Bill of Household II: The Household as the Centre of Royal Life and 
Government 
The second definition of the household offered by the bill is the household as 
the sum total of all the groups and individuals who were named, or listed by 
office or role, on it. Together they depict the household as an all-encompassing 
centre of royal domesticity and government. John Adamson noted that, in early 
modern princely courts, the lines between serving the ruler and serving the 
government were blurred.16 The bill neatly demonstrates such a blurring: the 
chief officers of government and the lords temporal and spiritual are listed as 
recipients of entitlements to be, and have subordinates, in the royal residence 
alongside those providing domestic service to the king.  The bill divides the 
people it lists into a number of groups, and gives most of these groups a title. 
These groups were (titles in italics inserted for groups with no title in the bill): 
officials of government, bishops and prelates, the lords temporal, the king‘s 
chamber, the wine cellar, wardrobe, the chaplains of closet, physicians, 
apothecaries, henchmen, pages, grooms of the chamber, minstrels, the king‘s 
chapel royal, the gunners, miscellaneous, officers of household, marshals, ushers 
                                         
14  NAS E34/1. 
15  David Grummit, ‗Household, Politics and Political Morality in the Reign of Henry VII‘ in 
Historical Research, 82 (2009), pp. 393-411 (p. 396). 
16  Adamson, ‗The Making of the Ancient-Regime Court‘, p. 13. 
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of the hall, cupbearers, caterers, the king‘s stable, the king‘s kitchen, the court 
kitchen, the brewers, bakers, trumpeters, miscellaneous, heralds, pursuivants, 
masers, couriers, falconers, knights of attendance, squires of attendance, 
furriers, miscellaneous.17 This is a wide-ranging group that includes the highest 
officers of royal government, some of the highest ecclesiastical and aristocratic 
magnates of the realm, and people providing various other services for the king 
and court, from the spiritual to the domestic. It is the most broadly focused view 
of the household as the centre of the king‘s government and his domestic life, 
his public life and his private life.18  
Such diversity has been identified in other royal households. Rita Costa Gomes 
emphasised this perspective in her study of the court in late medieval Portugal, 
in which she stressed that she was ‗attempting a global vision of the organisation 
of the courts‘ rather than too restrictive a focus on the emergence of financial, 
clerical, judicial and military institutions, and noted that ‗the ‗service‘ of the 
king took many forms. Many offices had a variety of spheres, both administrative 
and fiscal, but at the same time, ‗domestic‘ and even ritual. It is in the unity of 
all of them that the prestige attached to royal service by men of the period can 
be understood‘.19 Olivier Chaline likewise highlighted the diversity of the early 
modern court in France, noting that ‗it was a whole society in miniature, with its 
own priests, soldiers, officials, tradesmen and domestic servants‘.20 David 
Starkey, writing of the Tudor court, was clear on a specific aspect of the 
combination of domestic service and government in the household,  the overlap 
between court and Council, quoting A.F. Pollard‘s observation that ‗It is difficult 
to realize that the king‘s Council was part of the king‘s household[...] and that 
we have to trace the development of the Council with the help of household 
books and ordinances‘, with Starkey himself adding that this was Pollard‘s ‗most 
                                         
17  NAS E34/1. 
18  Indeed, we can find people on the bill associated with all five of the functions Werner 
Paravicini ascribed to the fifteenth-century Burgundian court: organising daily life, ensuring 
the prince‘s safety and controlling access to his person, impressing rivals and subjects, acting 
as a meeting point for the social elites and the centre of government and administration - 
Paravicini, ‗The Court of the Dukes of Burgundy‘, pp. 71-86. 
19  Rita Costa Gomes, The Making of a Court Society: Kings and Nobles in Late Medieval Portugal 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003), p. 21. 
20  Olivier Chaline, ‗The Valois and Bourbon Courts, c.1515-1750‘ in John Adamson (ed.), The 
Princely Courts of Europe: Ritual, Politics and Culture under the Ancien Regime 1500-1750 
(London: Seven Dials, 2000), pp. 67-94 (p. 70). 
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striking insight into the history of the council. It is also the one that has least 
affected the historiography‘.21 The definition of the household presented by the 
groups and offices listed on the bill of household, then, reflects an increasing 
awareness amongst historians of late medieval and early modern European 
courts that the household encompassed a wide variety of groups and individuals, 
including those who served in royal government and administration.22 
The Ordinary Fees of Household: the Household as Domestic Establishment 
There was, however, a narrower usage of ‗household‘. The bill itself reveals that 
there was more than one definition of the term to contemporaries. The use of 
the term ‗officers of household‘ as the heading for one of the groups in the bill 
demonstrates that its author or authors were aware of separate definitions - a 
narrower definition of the household within the broader definition offered by 
the bill as a whole. 23 This seems to suggest some smaller and more strictly 
institutional entity that operated within the broader household, and there is 
evidence to suggest that this usage broadly corresponded with the household as 
represented by the lists of ordinary fees paid to household servants in the 
comptroller‘s accounts. The comptroller was the financial officer of the crown 
who was ultimately responsible for household expenditure, and a number of 
comptroller‘s accounts survive from James IV‘s reign. They contain lists of fees 
paid to household servants, fees which are referred to in a later copy of the 
1510 account, which was written in Scots, as the ‗ordinare feys of the kingis 
hous‘.24 James IV‘s reign was the first in which the fees paid by the comptroller 
were laid out in this way, broadly equivalent to what was known in England as a 
‗checker roll‘, and nine such lists survive. 25 Athol Murray and Craig Madden have 
shown how efforts were made during the reign to ensure that only household 
                                         
21  David Starkey, ‗Court, Council, and Nobility in Tudor England‘ in Ronald G. Asch and Adolf M. 
Birke (eds.), Princes, Patronage and the Nobility: The Court at the Beginning of the Modern 
Age, c.1450-1650 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1991), pp. 175-203 (p. 175). 
22  Similarly, Kate Mertes has noted that in English aristocratic households, members of what she 
termed ‗the lord‘s affinity or retinue‘, such as members of the Earl of Northumberland‘s 
Council, were paid as householders, mirroring the broad conception of James IV‘s household 
offered by the bill of household – Mertes, English Noble Household, pp. 59-60. 
23  NAS E34/1. 
24  Athol Murray, ‗Exchequer and Crown Revenue, 1437-1542‘ (University of Edinburgh, PhD 
thesis, 1961), appendix p. 76. 
25  Murray, ‗Exchequer and Crown Revenue‘, p. 223; Morgan, ‗The House of Policy‘, p. 32; Kate 
Mertes, The English Noble Household (Oxford: Blackwell, 1988), pp. 90, 127-8. 
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officers were paid by the comptroller.26 Also, the copy of the 1510 account was 
apparently made at the behest of James V‘s councillors in 1526 as a guide to the 
ordering of the young king‘s household.27  This suggests that the lists of fees in 
the comptroller‘s accounts represented at least some sort of working definition, 
one that was still useful to those organising James V‘s household because it was 
not just an arbitrary collection of servants who happened to be paid in the same 
way but reflected in some recognisable way an organisational reality within the 
household.28 Looking back at the list of groups in the bill of household, we can 
see that this definition of household corresponds quite closely, though not 
perfectly, with the groups listed from ‗officers of household‘ downwards. It is a 
definition of household that, broadly speaking, is based on rewards paid for 
doing work in the household, and differs from the bill in that it is more about 
domestic servants than the broader range of individuals encompassed by the bill. 
Appendix 1.1 shows how many individuals were paid in each office over the 
course of the reign according to the main lists of fees found in the comptroller‘s 
accounts. There are a number of caveats that must be borne in mind when using 
this information, however. Firstly, as the table shows, there are a number of 
people paid on the lists in each year whose offices cannot be identified, and this 
will have led to a misrepresentation of the number of people in whichever office 
these individuals actually held. Secondly, the miscellaneous lists of payments at 
the end of the comptroller‘s accounts sometimes include payments of fees to 
people holding offices that would ordinarily appear in the main list. This can also 
render the numbers in the table a slight misrepresentation of the number of 
people paid fees for holding a particular office. Thirdly, though during this reign 
                                         
26  Murray, ‗Exchequer and Crown Revenue‘, pp. 224-5; Madden, ‗Finances of the Scottish 
Crown‘, p. 534. 
27  Murray, ‗Exchequer and Crown Revenue‘, appendix p. 75. 
28  Several documents in James V‘s reign relating to the household or members of the household 
state, without going into detail, that they seek to imitate practice from James IV‘s reign. To 
what extent this was because James IV‘s household was the only available or the most 
relevant example, or because his household was regarded as a high-point of Scottish royal 
domesticity, is not made explicit – Thomas, Princelie Majestie, p. 19; A warrant appointing 
Robert Boyd to be a squire in James V‘s household on 26 June 1525 stated that he was to have 
such fees and duties as any squire had had in the king or his late father‘s household before – 
NAS GD8/61; Malcolm Vale has noted the trend for English household ordinances and treatises 
to refer back to earlier English households as models, with the Black Book of Edward IV 
referring to Edward III as an example 39 times – Malcolm Vale, ‗England: Simple Imitation or 
Fruitful Reciprocity‘ in Werner Paravicini (ed.), La Cour de Bourgogne et l’Europe: Le 
Rayonnement et les Limites d’un Modèle Culturel (Ostfildern: Jan Thorbecke Verlag, 2013), 
pp. 439-56 (pp. 446-7). 
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efforts were made to have all household officers paid directly by the 
comptroller, this was not fully implemented until the following reign.29 
Consequently, in some cases those paid a fee as part of the household do not 
appear in the lists. Nonetheless, it seems that the lists of fees were a reflection 
of a definition of the household that was recognised by contemporaries. Its sub-
divisions will be discussed in more detail below, but, broadly speaking, it depicts 
an establishment dedicated primarily to what Werner Paravacini called 
‗organising daily life‘.30 The primary concern in the running of daily life was the 
purchase, preparation, safe-keeping and service of food and drink, and many of 
the offices on the list were connected with these services, not including the 
stewards and clerks for whom services relating to food and drink would also have 
been prominent amongst their duties. Other important services suggested by the 
table are the organisation and policing of space within the court (ushers, porters 
and marshals), the provision of clothes and other services relating to the king‘s 
appearance (the wardrobe, tailor, furrier, tawyer, keeper of leather and pelts, 
laundress, barber) and transportation and logistics (the stable, the avery, 
harness-maker). The size of the group represented by these accounts did not 
change significantly during the reign, and the changes within specific areas of 
service are generally not big enough to suggest a shift in the functions of that 
area; such changes might be accounted for by the problems of using the lists as a 
source described above. Domestic service is key to definitions of the household 
used by historians, even as the broader functions of the royal household, as 
described above, are acknowledged. This definition of the royal household 
emphasises the relationship of the royal household to households across the 
social hierarchy.31 In an introduction to a study of households and domesticity 
across the social strata of medieval society, P.J.P Goldberg and Maryanne 
Kowaleski noted that the term related to a space and the relationships between 
co-residents of that space, ‗particularly such everyday, routine activities such as 
eating and sleeping‘, and it is to the organisation of royal servants that met such 
                                         
29  Madden, ‗Finances of the Scottish Crown‘, p. 543. 
30  Paravicini, ‗The Court of the Dukes of Burgundy‘, p. 71. 
31  David Starkey, ‗The Age of the Household: Politics, Society and the Arts c. 1350-c. 1550‘ in 
Stephen Medcalf (ed.), The Later Middle Ages (London: Methuen, 1981), pp. 225-90 (p. 225). 
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everyday needs of the king, at least in theory, that this definition of the 
household of James IV refers.32 
Livery Cloth 
One of the largest areas of expenditure in the treasurer‘s accounts was cloth and 
clothing for the king, the royal family and a variety of other people, and clothing 
was one of the most ubiquitous forms of reward at James IV‘s court. According 
to Thomas Dickson, writing in the introduction to the first volume of the 
treasurer‘s accounts, ‗The livery clothing, so frequently mentioned, was simply 
the stated allowance of apparel delivered – livré – yearly, in addition to his fee, 
to every official of whatever grade, in the king‘s household‘.33 If this was the 
case, and if such livery accounts could be isolated, the records of clothing would 
be a very valuable source for the structure of James IV‘s household. However, 
surviving records do not suggest that livery was given to every member of the 
household. Also, in those records, livery, as a formal reward for household 
service, is not clearly separable from more general gifts of clothing.  
Sir John Skene, in his 1597 De Verborum Significatione, gave the following 
definition of ‗liberatio‘: ‗ane fee given to ane ʃervand, or officiar, quhilk is 
called ane liverie…Feodum, or fee, is commonly of ʃilver and money, and ane 
liverie is of meate or cleithes. Bot this diʃtinction or difference, is not 
perpetuall‘.34 This places clothing alongside the rewards documented in the bill 
of household and the comptroller‘s accounts, and therefore, just as at the early 
Tudor court, the three basic forms of reward available to members of the 
Scottish household were a cash fee, cloth or clothing, and the provision of 
accommodation and food and other essentials.35 Livery cloth, as distinct from 
                                         
32  P.J.P. Goldberg and Maryanne Kowaleski, ‗Introduction. Medieval Domesticity: Home, Housing 
and Household‘ in P.J.P Goldberg and Maryanne Kowalski (eds.), Medieval Domesticity: 
Home, Housing and Household in Medieval England (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
2008), pp. 1-14 (p. 2). 
33  TA, I, p. clxxvi. 
34  John Skene, De Verborum Significatione: The Exposition of the Termes and Difficill Wordes 
Conteined in the Foure Buikes of Regiam Majestatem, and Uthers, in the Acts of Parliament, 
Infestments; and used in Practique of this Realme; with Diverse Rules, and Common Places, 
or Principalles of the Lawes (London: E.G., 1641. Originally published in 1597), p. 87; Skene‘s 
defintions are not necessarily to be taken at face value, however,as Jenny Wormald has noted 
his misinterpretation of other legal terms - Jenny Wormald, ‗Bloodfeud, Kindred and 
Government in Early Modern Scotland‘ in Past & Present, 87 (1980), pp. 54-97 (pp. 61-2). 
35  Maria Hayward, Dress at the Court of Henry VIII (Leeds: Maney, 2007), p. 245. 
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general allowances of cloth, was, therefore, a recognised concept in sixteenth 
century Scotland. 
As Maria Hayward noted, many, but not all, of the members of Henry VII‘s 
household were given livery cloth.36 The clothing accounts within the treasurer‘s 
accounts reveal that in Scotland, likewise, not every member of the household 
received livery cloth. The account for servants‘ clothing covering 1507 and 1508 
includes gifts of cloth or clothing to more than 160 people. Many of those named 
in this group are either directly named in, or part of a group that was included 
on, the bill of household for 1508, or listed amongst those receiving ordinary 
fees of household from the comptroller in 1507 or 1508. However, there are also 
many included on the bill who did not receive livery. Dickson‘s claim that an 
allowance of livery was made ‗to every official of whatever grade, in the king‘s 
household‘ is not borne out by the evidence in the treasurer‘s accounts.37 Even 
discounting the many subordinates obscured in surviving sources, the clothing 
account of 1507-8, for all the many people it does mention, does not cover 
everyone named on the bill of household or paid fees in the comptroller‘s 
accounts for the same period. Those included in the broad definition of the 
household such as the ‗daily council‘ and the Lords spiritual and temporal are, 
on the whole, not present in the cloth account.38 Only a small number of the 
many chaplains of the king‘s closet and chapel royal were given allowances, and 
other, smaller, groups on the bill, such as the apothecaries, were not 
represented in this account. 
Even using the definition of the household as only those domestic servants 
receiving an ordinary fee of household from the comptroller, the coverage of the 
cloth account is far from comprehensive. Many servants in this category and 
receiving ordinary fees of household in the comptroller‘s account covering 1507-
8, such as Malcolm Graham in the king‘s kitchen, John Kirkwood in the larder 
                                         
36  Maria Hayward (ed.), The Great Wardrobe Accounts of Henry VII and Henry VIII (London: 
London Record Society, 2012), p. xii. 
37  TA, I, p. clxxvi. 
38  Robert Colville, director of chancery, was given an allowance, as was the earl of Moray, 
though he was not actually one of the earls named on the bill. Some relations of men either 
in these groups or of the same status were given allowances, including the earl of Buchan‘s 
daughter, though the earl of Buchan, again, was not actually named on the bill, and the 
countess of Bothwell. 
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and John Knox, usher of the hall, were not included in the cloth account. 
Conversely, there were also many individuals who were given livery in this 
account who were not a part of the household according to the bill of household.   
Among them fools, such as John Bute and Thomas Norny, craftsmen, such as 
John Letham the saddler, John Davidson the cordwainer and John Drummond the 
wright, as well as the moors who accompanied Marjory Lindsay, and the moor 
friars. There are also servants from the queen‘s household, as well as several 
women, from the countess of Angus to the enigmatic ‗Jane bair ars‘.39 This 
account was not, then, simply an account of livery given to members of the 
household, even if most of those included on it were part of the household 
according to one definition or another.40 
The 1508 bill of household and the surviving lists of ordinary fees of household 
are much better sources for identifying an outline of the household than the 
accounts of cloth and clothing, but they do not provide complete pictures of the 
household. The bill survives for only one year and thus presents several 
problems, and even the much greater survival of comptroller‘s accounts still 
only covers fewer than half the years of the reign. However, unlike the accounts 
of cloth, what does survive provides an outline of the contemporary 
understandings of what the household was. They defined the household in two 
ways. There was the wider concept of the household as reflected by the bill, 
which encompassed all those allowed to live at the king‘s expense, the 
consumption of whose food was absorbed in the comptroller‘s accounts, and 
which itself existed within the more widely defined court. Within this we can 
find the household defined both as an open-ended royal affinity, and as a set of 
groups and officers attending to royal government and the domestic needs of the 
king. Another definition, seen most clearly in the payments of fees in the 
comptroller‘s accounts, is of the household as a domestic staff meeting the daily 
needs of the king and court, which appears as a sub-section in the wider 
definition provided by the bill. Therefore, different definitions of the royal 
                                         
39  Macdougall, James IV, p. 286. 
40  Andrea Thomas shows that the term ‗livery extraordinar‘ was used in James V‘s reign at Yule 
1538, suggesting a distinction between such allowances and normal livery allowances. 
However, because such a distinction was not used in James IV‘s accounts, it is difficult to 
determine which of the cloth and clothing allowances recorded therein may have fallen under 
this category – Thomas, Princelie Majestie, p. 19; Appendix 2.1 illustrates the range of people 
given cloth allowances in the cloth account for 1507-8. 
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household existed in James IV‘s Scotland, in line with other definitions identified 
by historians. The household consisted of both those who provided domestic 
service and those who had access to the services they provided.  
Sub-divisions 
Domus Magnificencie and Domus Providencie 
There is a wealth of evidence for sub-division within the broader definitions of 
the household as a bureaucratic framework for domestic servants and those 
whom they served. Central to the royal household in late medieval England was 
the division that A.R. Myers described when writing of the Black Book of Edward 
IV:   
The first part of the book is concerned especially with the ‗Domus 
Regie Magnificencie‘, the maintenance of the household ‗above 
stairs‘, which must be able to impress the outside world by its 
magnificence. The second part deals with the ‗Domus Providencie‘, 
the household ‗below stairs‘, which by its providence or prudence 
must make possible the magnificence of the chamber.41  
These divisions can also be termed, at least in an English context, as the 
Chamber and the Household.42 The domus providencie consisted primarily of the 
domestic offices, such as the pantry, cellar, buttery, kitchen and larder, and the 
clerks who oversaw spending through these offices, all under the jurisdiction of 
the steward.43 The domus magnificencie, which D.A.L. Morgan described as 
‗keyed into this structure of the domus providencie for purposes of provisioning 
and domestic accounting and jurisdiction, but otherwise forming a distinct 
nexus‘, and which consisted of personnel such as the knights and esquires of the 
body and grooms and pages of the chamber – ‗a staff for whom‘, Morgan points 
out, ‗the demarcations of departmental ‗offices‘ do not signify‘.44 There is no 
explicit evidence of the use of such terminology for the Scottish household, but, 
as Andrea Thomas noted, ‗the Scottish household was nevertheless a multi-
purpose organisation in a similar mould‘, and evidence supporting this can be 
                                         
41  Myers, The Household of Edward IV, p. 15. 
42  Starkey, ‗Intimacy and Innovation‘, p.72. 
43  Morgan. ‗House of Policy‘, p. 32. 
44  Morgan. ‗House of Policy‘, pp. 32, 33. 
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found on the bill of household.45 Amongst the groups of people on the bill are 
many of the same or equivalent groups that are found in the two-fold division of 
the English royal household. Moreover, the arrangement of these groups on the 
bill does not seem entirely random. The group headed ‗officers of household‘ on 
the bill seems to mark a division between areas of service that broadly 
corresponds to the division between domus magnificencie and domus 
providencie in the Black Book.46 
There are some obvious problems with this comparison. Firstly, there is not an 
exact match, though we should not expect one given that the Black Book was 
written in a different place and time and for another purpose.47 Secondly, 
though most of those groups on the bill that are the equivalent of those in the 
domus magnificencie appear at the beginning as they do in the Black Book, some 
of the groups that appear in the latter part of the bill, after the section that 
partially corresponds with the domus providencie in the Black Book, are among 
those listed as part of the domus magnificencie.  Nonetheless, the apparently 
deliberate ordering of such groups on the bill in a similar fashion indicates that a 
broadly similar rationale was applied to the organisation of the Scottish 
household. The group on the bill that corresponds with the domus providencie in 
the Black Book also broadly corresponds with the group that was paid fees by the 
comptroller. Again, the fit is not neat, but it is compelling enough to suggest 
ordinary fees in the comptroller‘s accounts were paid to a group that was 
broadly equivalent in its distinctiveness to the rest of the household as the 
domus providencie was in the Black Book.48 
This division is also reflected in the lists of annual fees paid by the comptroller 
which, as we have seen, broadly correspond with the idea of the domus 
providencie. These lists include references to many servants whose titles point 
to the organisation of the services provided by the household into two, or 
possibly more, distinct areas. This is demonstrated by the presence of a king‘s 
steward alongside a household steward in the accounts, a king‘s kitchen 
                                         
45  Thomas, ‗Princelie Majestie‘, p. 17. 
46  Appendix 1.3; Myers, The Household of Edward IV, pp. xi-xii. 
47  Myers, The Household of Edward IV, pp. 13-35. 
48  Appendix 1.4. 
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alongside a household kitchen, a pantry and a hall pantry, ushers of the king‘s 
outer chamber and ushers of the hall. Alongside these titles that point to the 
spatial separation of service, there are others that point to a two-fold separation 
of service: a keeper of the silver vessels and a keeper of the pewter vessels, a 
wine cellar and a buttery of ale, with the wine and the silver vessels presumably 
intended for the king and the chamber and the ale and pewter vessels intended 
for those in the hall. This, along with the inclusion of senior domestic household 
servants such as the pantler under the heading of ‗the king‘s chamber‘ on the 
bill shows how, in the Scottish household, the domestic establishment was also, 
to use Morgan‘s phrase, ‗keyed into‘ the equivalent of the domus magnifiencie, 
in that these servants were technically domestic servants and were paid ordinary 
fees of household, but operated in the sphere of the chamber. 
Despite this degree of similarity with the English royal household, it is not 
possible to establish with certainty whether anything like the Privy Chamber 
established in England around 1495 was developing in Scotland at this time or 
not. Certainly, there was a group of chamber servants called in Latin ‗verletis 
camere‘ and in Scots ‗grumis of the chawmbir‘. These, at least in name, are 
similar to the French valets which David Starkey identified as the equivalent of 
the grooms of the Privy Chamber.49 There is nothing directly equivalent to the 
later developments under Henry VIII, when the Grooms of the Chamber became 
gentleman of the Privy Chamber. Likewise, James IV‘s open, accessible style of 
kingship was rather different from Henry VII‘s ‗kingship of distance‘, which had 
led him to institutionalise, and retreat into, a Privy Chamber staffed by men of 
relatively low status, which allowed him to have privacy and keep his distance 
from the rest of the court. With such different styles of kingship, perhaps the 
conditions did not exist in Scotland for the development of a Privy Chamber 
along similar lines.50 
Offices and Groups 
Beyond this broad dichotomy, there is further evidence of sub-division in James 
IV‘s household. The variety of sub-divisions can be seen in the comptroller‘s 
accounts, the bill of household and in a variety of other sources emanating from 
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the court. However, most of these sources were not written with the intention 
of outlining the structure of the household. The bill of household is the only 
contemporary document that explicitly lists members of the household by sub-
division, but, again, outlining the structure of the household was not the 
intention of the bill, so formal offices are listed alongside people grouped by 
other criteria.Offices containing more than one individual are referred to by the 
name of the office, such as the stable, the wardrobe and the wine cellar. Other 
groups are given a title that reflects the collective role of those in the group – 
such as the minstrels, apothecaries and gunners. According to these criteria, the 
bill lists the following office sub-divisions containing more than one named 
officer: the king‘s chamber, the wine cellar, the wardrobe, the king‘s stable, 
the king‘s kitchen, the court kitchen. The miscellaneous group titled ‗officers of 
household‘ also includes reference to the breadhouse, the court pantry and the 
ale cellar.51 However, this different nomenclature only identifies a small number 
of distinct offices comprising more than one person amongst the many groups 
listed under different types of headings, and it seems that some of the words 
used referred to individuals who were either effectively an office in themselves, 
or with their unnamed subordinates, or were significant groups within other 
offices. Thus, though the bill throws light on the organisation and structure of 
some household sub-divisions, overall its most important contribution to the 
study of the departments of James IV‘s household is to show that the 
administrators of the household did see it in terms of departments. 
The offices in the bill all primarily consisted of individuals paid in the 
comptroller‘s accounts, and those accounts are the best source for information 
on sub-division into offices of more than one named individual in James IV‘s 
household. Because the lists of ordinary fees paid to household servants was 
arranged by the value of fee paid, as will be discussed further below, rather 
than by office, the offices and relationships within them have to be 
reconstructed rather than just found as complete units in the text. Sometimes 
the relationship is straightforward. For example, in the 1508 comptroller‘s 
account there was an officer in the wine cellar who received £10, another who 
received 6 marks and another receiving 4 marks.52 They are all paid in different 
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parts of the accounts but it seems safe to assume that there was a relationship 
between them, and there is a clear miniature hierarchy amongst them. There 
are other examples where the relationship between officers is clear, and the 
blueprint of a working department emerges: the keeper of the pewter vessels 
and a deputy keeper of the pewter vessels, a servant in the larder receiving 6 
marks and one receiving 4 marks, and a kitchen consisting of an usher of the 
kitchen, five cooks receiving 4 marks, 4 cooks receiving 2 marks and five boys 
working as turnspits.53 However, there were apparently working connections that 
were less clear. For instance, the bill of household shows us that the master of 
the wardrobe, the barber and the laundress, among others, were all considered 
part of the wardrobe,  a combination that would be more difficult to identify if 
the comptroller‘s accounts were the only available source. 54 Likewise, a 
reference in a fragment of a document accounting for royal plate in 1511, in 
which John Balfour, whom the comptroller‘s account for 1510 described as 
keeper of the pewter vessels, delivered a broken silver plate to be made into a 
relic of St Duthac and was referred to as ‗servitor to James Edmonston, maister 
of the silvir weschele‘.55 This payment suggests that the keeper of the pewter 
vessels was considered a direct subordinate to the keeper of the silver vessels. It 
is likely that there were other working arrangements that connected servants in 
the comptroller‘s accounts that are obscured by the hierarchical arrangement of 
those accounts. 
Beyond these offices in the part of the household that received fees from the 
comptroller, there were also groups of household servants, the members of 
which served the same or a similar purpose as each other, even if they were not 
offices in the same sense, in the wider conception of the household furnished by 
the bill of household. 56 Here we find, for instance, the chaplains of closet, the 
minstrels, and the knights and squires of attendance. However, it is difficult to 
establish how these groups were structured and indeed how realistic it was for 
their members to be in the household together at the same time, and it is 
perfectly possible that the chaplains and knights and squires of attendance 
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served on a rotational termly basis.57  The groups in the part of the bill that we 
can associate with an idea like the idea of the domus magnificencie, or 
Chamber, in England, like their English counterparts, represented a centre for 
politics – with the officers of state and the magnates – and, in the words of A.R. 
Myers, a ‗dazzling show upon the stage‘, with the many knights, squires, grooms 
and pages reflecting the ranks of chivalry. 58 What Starkey wrote of the English 
Chamber could surely apply to the equivalent area of the court in Scotland: it 
‗was the more important. It was so symbolically, as the most direct expression 
of the king‘s style and personality; it was so in terms of power also‘.59 
Comparison with the structure and organisation of departments in other 
contemporary or near contemporary courts for which there are more revealing 
sources for this subject can help to elucidate aspects of organisation at the 
Scottish court. One of the best-known and most detailed descriptions of a late-
medieval ruler‘s household is Olivier De La Marche‘s ‗L‘estat de la maison de duc 
Charles‘ from 1474. De La Marche is revealing as a contemporary who saw the 
court of Charles the Bold not as simply ‗a matrix of administrative and 
bureaucratic structures‘, as historians of institutions traditionally saw it, but as 
a place where diverse functions were encompassed by the over-arching 
institution of the ducal household.60 De La Marche began with the chapel and 
religious service, before discussing operations of justice and the finances of the 
household, the stewards of the household, the esquires of the bed chamber, 
before a discussion of other servants of the chamber such as doctors and 
surgeons. He then described the four offices that served the body and mouth of 
the king. These were the pantler and his subordinates, the cupbearer and his 
subordinates, the esquire-carver and his subordinates, to which were linked the 
kitchen and the cooks, and the esquires of the stable. De La Marche then 
discussed heralds, trumpeters and archers, and then the men at arms and 
artillery. In broad outline De La Marche‘s description matches the structure of 
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the household of James IV as outlined by the bill of household.  They differ 
slightly in order, with De La Marche putting the chapel at the start and the bill 
placing it after the servants of the chamber, in the case of the chapel royal, 
with the household chaplains listed further down. Also, not all the offices and 
titles clearly correspond. For example, it is not clear to what extent the steward 
of the household and the steward of the king in James IV‘s household correspond 
to the grand chief steward of the household and the first chief steward of the 
household in the household of Charles the Bold. Also, De La Marche does not list 
the lords spiritual and temporal as the bill does. 
For all this difference though, there are striking similarities. After the chapel, 
De La Marche discussed justice and finance, the activities of the chief officers of 
government, such as the keeper of the Privy Seal and the treasurer, who were 
the first group listed on the bill, followed by the lords spiritual and temporal 
who made up the king‘s council more broadly. De La Marche then discussed the 
stewards, who in the bill of household appear further down under the heading 
‗officers of household‘, before discussing the servants of the chamber, who are 
also, except for the knights and the squires of attendance, placed in a similar 
position on the bill of household. The ‗kingis chawmbir‘ on the bill includes the 
master sewar, carver, cupbearer and pantler, which are equivalent to the four 
offices of household - pantler, cupbearer, carver, stable – discussed at great 
length by De La Marche after the other servants of the chamber. Towards the 
end of De La Marche‘s description come the officers of arms, as they do on the 
bill of household.  
Therefore, despite some differences, the structure of household described by De 
La Marche and that of the household outlined in the bill would have been 
mutually recognisable to the writers of these documents. They both have a 
similar sense of precedence and hierarchy within the household, placing 
governmental functions near the top, followed by the king‘s chamber, followed 
by the domestic servants of the king, followed by officers of arms and military 
components of the household. 61 Many of the offices directly correspond to an 
equivalent in the other document, such as the ‗four offices of household‘. This 
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comparison reveals that there were numerous differences between the 
household of Charles the Bold and James IV, as we might expect. This is not to 
posit a specific connection or thread of influence between Burgundy and 
Scotland, but rather to say that Scottish kings drew on the same pool of ideas 
and traditions as their contemporaries, even if there were also local differences 
or differences specific to individual rulers. Evidence for the structure of other 
contemporary households, likewise, reveals that they had similar sets of sub-
divisions to the households of James IV and the Dukes of Burgundy.62 The key 
difference is in the size of these sub-divisions. De La Marche noted that ‗The 
duke has a first esquire-cupbearer, who has beneath him fifty esquire-
cupbearers at any time‘.63 In the evidence for James IV‘s household no more 
than one senior cupbearer and three subordinates can be identified at any one 
time.64 
Subordinates 
Many of the individuals who comprised the court are largely hidden from view in 
sources concerning the household, because, rather than receiving a fee as a 
named office-holder, they were subordinates whose rewards were subsumed 
within rewards to their superiors in the hierarchical system. Some of the 
payments to officers in the lists of fees in the comptroller‘s accounts stipulate 
that they include not only the officer‘s fee but also money for provender and 
servants‘ wages. In the comptroller‘s account for 1491-2, Patrick Hepburn, John 
Kinloch and John Napier were all paid in this way.65 Payments of fees to 
members of the household in the accounts of the ballivi ad extra in the 
exchequer rolls also often included mention of their servants, even when their 
payments of fee in the comptroller‘s accounts do not mention servants. For 
example, Robert Douglas was paid a fee of 6 marks in the comptroller‘s accounts 
as a servant in the wine cellar for much of the reign, but he was also paid 
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64  Appendix 1.1. 
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around £10 in the account of the chamberlain of Galloway from 1507 to 1513 for 
his fee in the wine cellar, the wages of his servant, and provender for their 
horses.66 There are numerous references in the treasurer‘s accounts to 
individuals who are associated with a household office who do not appear in 
surviving lists of ordinary fees or on the bill of household. In many cases this can 
be attributed to there not being an equivalent source to the bill of household for 
other periods of the reign, but in other cases it seems likely that these were 
subordinate servants of individuals who held household offices. For instance, a 
payment in the treasurer‘s accounts in 1507 referred to ‗Pate of the wadrob‘, 
even though no individual by this name was listed on the comptroller‘s account 
for this period or on the bill of household from the beginning of 1508.67 The bill 
itself accounts for such individuals, with the following line from its preamble: 
‗na officiar kep ma in his offis hou∫is than Is conteinit & allovit in þhe bill of 
hou∫hald‘.68 Therefore the lists of offices and officers in the bill of household 
obscure a large body of usually anonymous servants working as their 
subordinates. 
Elite society in late medieval and early modern Scotland was underpinned by 
interlocking hierarchies in which one man‘s servant might be another man‘s 
lord. As Jenny Wormald has demonstrated, such hierarchies did not simply 
operate along feudal lines, with conditions of service tied to land-ownership or 
occupation, but also along lines of kin and bonded alliances, as demonstrated by 
the remarkable body of evidence for bonds of manrent surviving from the 
fifteenth and sixteenth centuries.69 A bond of manrent given by David Liddel, son 
and heir to Robert Liddel of Panlachy, to Thomas Maule of Panmure, and the 
maintenance given in return, illustrates that such a bond shared some features 
with bonds represented by the royal household. It states that Liddel was to have 
‗honest sustentacioun in houshald of the said schir Thomas, quhen I lykis to tak 
it for my selff a servand man and tua horsis‘. This shows not only the link 
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between Maule and Liddel, which partly consisted of the latter‘s right of access 
to a privilege, equivalent to the right of bouche of court outlined in the 1508 bill 
of household, from Maule, but also that it allowed Liddel to have a subordinate 
with access to that right too.70 The poet Sir David Lyndsay, who served in the 
court of James IV as a young man, neatly illustrated how even the king fitted in 
to this pattern in The Testament and Complaynt of our Soverane Lordis 
Papyngo, completed in 1530. After a stanza in which the king was exhorted to 
treat his officers fairly, Lyndsay wrote: ‗Considder weill, thow bene bot officiare 
|And vassal to that kyng incomparabyll‘.71 As the king is officer to god, so his 
magnates and others are officers to him, and they in turn have their own 
servants and officers. An ordinance of Henry VII from 1494 illustrates the 
presence of servants of high status members of the royal household who 
operated in the context of the court without apparently having a formal 
connection to a household office. It ordained that the squires and knights of the 
king‘s body who slept in the king‘s chamber allow their servants to come into 
the chamber, but only to the chamber door, where they would be attended to 
by a page of the chamber.72  
Numerous entries in the treasurer‘s accounts of Scotland attest to the 
appearance of such servants at the court of James IV in connection to men who 
held a position in the household. There are many references to the servants of 
the lords temporal and spiritual listed on the bill as well as knights and squires 
of attendance and others bringing gifts to the king. For instance, in 1501, three 
separate payments were made to two men and a woman of Archibald Edmonston 
of Duntreath‘s for bringing a present and an offering of venison to the court.73 
The size of the household of one of the lords temporal on the bill – Sir George of 
Dundas, a knight hospitaller and by 1510 styled Lord of St John‘s – is suggested 
by a respite issued to him in July 1510 for a journey to Rome and Rhodes, stating 
that he would be accompanied by 24 ‗persons his houshald men‘, though the 
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number may not be reflective of his household in ordinary circumstances.74 
There are also other references to servants of lower status members of the 
household who also do not appear to have been formally part of the household. 
For instance, they might be bought clothes at the expense of the king, as when a 
pair of hose was bought for ‗Done‘, the servant of sumpterman Andrew, or 
‗Dande‘, Doull in 1512.75 Though the relationship was different, a craftsman or 
artist who was part of the household could also have subordinates. In December 
1497 a payment was made to a man of Robert Selkirk the cutler who brought 
carving knives to the king in Aberdeen, whereas a man of John Steel the tailor 
brought hose to the king in 1503.76 Thus, the household of James IV as it is 
visible in surviving sources overlay a large group of sub-establishments, whether 
the subordinates in them were subordinate servants of the household who mostly 
went unrecorded by surviving sources, or servants of members of the household 
who were themselves not formally attached to the household on a permanent 
basis but may have temporarily performed services as part of the household and 
enjoyed privileges connected to it. 
Hierarchy 
The heraldic treatise known as The Deidis of Armorie was written by Adam 
Loutfut, Kintyre pursuivant, around 1494. It gives some guidance on how officers 
of arms were to address officers of the prince. Starting with the ‗lieutennand or 
governour-generall‘, and later noting that the same rule applies for the 
constable and chancellor, it notes that the officer should find out what estate he 
was, and salute as a duke if he is a duke, and as an earl if he is an earl; but if he 
is of lower estate, ‗for honour of ƿe office he | suld be salust as ane erll‘. 
However, if the chancellor is a churchman, and an archbishop, bishop or abbot, 
he should be saluted according to his estate, and if he was a churchman of other 
estate, the text provides a specific greeting. Likewise, the marshal, the admiral, 
the ‗gret maistir of the ƿe | albelestris‘, the great steward, if they are earls or 
dukes, are to be saluted after their estate, and if they are of other estate they 
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are to be saluted as barons. The last part of this section is most relevant to the 
household: 
‗and richtsua þe gret chamerlane and the | gret maistir of houshald, 
bot doand þar office in þe kingis | hous, þai suld be salust as erllis and 
nan oþirwais; | the gret squyer, þe gret butellier, þe gret panneter, | 
and al vtheris officiaris callit gret suld be salust eftir | the estait at 
the personnys ar‘.77 
This text is translated from a French text and includes mistakes, its editor noting 
that Loutfut was ‗inventing officials as he goes along‘: he mistook ‗le grand 
queu‘, or great cook, for ‗gret squyer‘.78 We should not see this, therefore, as a 
close guide to the officials a herald was likely to encounter at the Scottish court 
in the 1490s. Nonetheless, it provides a reinforcement of the ideas, identified in 
the administrative records, that in the arena of royal service, there was an 
interplay between hierarchy based on one‘s position in society at large and 
hierarchy based on one‘s position in the service of the king, with the possibility 
that an individual could earn the right to be addressed in the same fashion as 
those above him in society‘s hierarchy if he obtained certain positions within the 
household. Hierarchy is one of the most important aspects of structure to 
emerge from the sources for the household. There are a number of hierarchies 
visible in the sources. Among them are a hierarchy of fees paid by the 
comptroller, a hierarchy of livery payments, and a hierarchy of the number of 
servants that members of the household were allowed to have with them at 
court. Ultimately, these hierarchies operated along two lines. There were 
hierarchies dictated by the position of a given person in society as a whole and 
hierarchies dictated by the position of a given person in the household, though 
there was a great deal of overlap between these two hierarchies, as Adam 
Loutfut suggested in 1494.79 
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There were numerous means by which hierarchies could be ordered, 
manipulated and observed within princely courts. Norbert Elias wrote of Louis 
XIV‘s use of etiquette as a means of manipulating and reifying hierarchy, noting 
his court had ‗a type of organisation by which each act received a prestige-
character symbolising the distribution of power at the time [...] The king used 
his most private acts to establish differences of rank and to distribute 
distinctions, favours or proofs of displeasure‘.80 Sources for James IV‘s reign give 
us only a fleeting glimpse of anything like the ‗private acts‘ of the king, and, 
therefore, it is difficult to study the use of etiquette at his court in the 
establishment, perpetuation, measurement and display of hierarchy.81 Likewise, 
we do not have the evidence for seating arrangements at meal-times that 
survives for later Scottish monarchs which, while they do not show the dynamism 
of hierarchical movements through etiquette in the way that Saint-Simon‘s 
memoirs did for Elias, at least provide a skeletal outline for how hierarchy might 
have taken tangible, physical shape in the world of the court.82 What we do have 
is evidence of hierarchy in the payment of fees and allowance of servants in the 
comptroller‘s accounts and bill of household. While these do not give us a 
dynamic and physical sense of hierarchy, they allow us to isolate two forms of 
hierarchy expressly related to the household, and to speculate on how they 
related to hierarchy within the world of the court and elite society more 
broadly. On top of this, the accounts of cloth and clothing allowances in the 
treasurer‘s accounts provide an example of a highly tangible form of displaying 
hierarchy, which reflected hierarchies visible in the lists of ordinary fees and bill 
of household, but also shows that they were only parts of an environment in 
which there were many interacting measurements and indicators of status. 
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The Bill of Household I 
The idea that emerges from the introduction of the bill of household of the 
privilege of ‗bouche of court‘ as something that could be extended to the king‘s 
affinity as a whole reveals two manifestations of hierarchy, which both show 
that the household respected hierarchy evident in society as a whole whilst also 
to some degree making its own imprint on the status of individuals connected 
with it. The clearest reflection of hierarchy in these allowances is that the open-
ended access to the privileges with which the bill was concerned, apart from the 
open-ended allowance to falconers bringing hawks, was only open to men of the 
status of gentleman or above. Conversely, the bill was written to militate 
against ‗weill boyis‘, simultaneously suggesting that people of lower status did 
access these privileges illicitly and the desire for more stringent policing of the 
access of such people to the benefits of household membership. Access to the 
privileges of the household, therefore, was relatively open for those of high 
status but, in theory at least, tightly restricted for those of lower status. 
However, for those of high status, there was an advantage in actually being 
listed on the bill rather than just having access to ‗bouche of court‘ for 
themselves and their servants through the open-ended allowances. This is 
demonstrated by the difference between the number of servants allowed to 
lords and knights on the bill and those not on the bill, with the latter allowed 
fewer servants. Thus, being attached to the household to the extent of being 
listed on the bill put some in a higher bracket of the hierarchy as measured by 
allowances of servants. As we have seen, the bill made an allowance for the 
admittance of lords ‗extra ordinar‘ who were not named on the bill to be 
admitted into the hospitality of the king‘s house. Yet these lords ‗extra ordinar‘ 
were not considered equal to ‗Bischopis and prelatis‘ and ‗The lordis temporall‘ 
named on the bill – they were allowed to bring in only two subordinates, 
whereas the archbishops, bishops and earls named on the bill were allowed 
eight, four and four respectively. Also, the lists on the bill did not include all the 
bishops and earls in the kingdom, much less all the other ranks of clergy and 
aristocrat of the types that were listed thereon. Therefore, these lists were not 
just a passive enshrinement of the rights of the entire political community to 
enjoy the hospitality of the household. 
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The Bill of Household II 
The bill of household of 1508 allows us to calibrate a hierarchy amongst 
individuals named or identified by office or title on the bill based on the number 
of subordinates they were allowed to have with them living at the king‘s 
expense. Not every individual on the bill was entitled to have servants. Appendix 
1.5 shows which members of the household were entitled to have servants and 
the number they were allowed to have.83 The sections of the bill covering the 
‗lordis temporall‘ and the ‗bischops and prelattis‘, as well as those covering the 
knights and squires of attendance, give the clearest indication of the allocation 
of servants according to hierarchies in society as a whole. So, the bishops and 
prelates were allowed a number of servants based on seniority of the office they 
held, whilst in the list of ‗lordis temporall‘, earls were allowed eight and lords 
of parliament were allowed four. Further down the ranks of aristocratic society, 
the lists of knights and squires of attendance allow the knights two servants and 
the squires one. 
Moving beyond the lords spiritual and temporal and the knights and squires, the 
allowances of servants in the bill become less clearly related to the external 
hierarchies of society. Certainly, some of those allowed servants in these other 
parts of the bill do seem to have been allowed a number of servants that broadly 
corresponds with the societal hierarchies found in the more uniformly arranged 
sections of the bill discussed above. So, for instance, Sir Patrick Crichton, listed 
as master of the wardrobe but also as a knight, is allowed two servants, just like 
most of the knights of attendance. However, it is also clear that individuals 
could be allowed a higher or lower number of servants based on their office. 
This can be seen clearly in the allowances made to some of the officers of the 
household. For instance, the senior officer in the king‘s kitchen and the court 
kitchen were allowed servants while the others were not, the three officers in 
the stable with specific job-titles (the avenar, stirrupman and sumpterman) 
were allowed one servant while the others in the stable were not, and the wine 
cellar represents a very straightforward hierarchy of the number of servants 
allowed: the master of the wine cellar was allowed two, the officer below him 
                                         
83  An equivalent hierarchical breakdown, but covering allowances for stabling and servants‘ 
beds, was prescribed for the court of Henry VIII in the Eltham Ordinances - A Collection of 
Ordinances and Regulations, pp. 198-9; Appendix 1.5. 
Chapter 2  74 
 
one, and the lowest ranked officer none. The officers of arms are another group 
whose allowances of servants in the bill match the hierarchy of their offices, 
with two servants allowed to Lion King of Arms, and one each to Marchmont and 
Snowdon heralds.84 It is also worth noting that in the lists of chaplains of closet 
and knights and squires of attendance, there are different allowances given to 
people in the same category, with some in these categories entitled to two 
servants and some only one. Likewise, two henchmen were allowed a servant 
each, while the other eight were not. Unless these men held official roles of 
seniority over the others, this appears to be a reflection of a more informal 
hierarchy, one where one servant was favoured over another for some reason 
beyond their status in society and their official status in the household.85 
What is difficult to establish is whether the allowance of household servants to 
officers with clear practical functions at court, like the comptroller, who was 
allowed eight servants, reflects an allowance of servants to assist them in 
carrying out the duties of their office, or an allowance that reflected the 
enhanced status that holding the office gave them. These two reasons are not 
mutually exclusive, however, if we compare them to a bishop or earl‘s reasons 
for needing larger numbers of servants than those below them in their estates. A 
bishop or earl would in general have had more business, more possessions and 
more elaborate living arrangements than lesser clerics or aristocrats, so their 
higher allowance of servants at court was no doubt partly born out of practical 
necessity. And yet, the need for more servants for practical purposes does not 
detract from the importance of the servants themselves as a way of calibrating 
and representing their status. There is little doubt that the bill was concerned 
with the allowance of servants to ecclesiastical and secular lords based on such 
calibrations of status rather than simple practical needs, because all those in the 
same rank in the lists of lords temporal and lords secular, besides those holding 
office, were allowed the same number of servants. Likewise, even if a servant 
like the comptroller was given servants primarily to meet the practical needs of 
his office, still those servants would surely be interpreted as a statement of his 
status as well. Holding office in the household, by accruing an allowance of 
                                         
84  NAS E34/1; the hierarchy amongst Scottish officers of arms more broadly is outlined in 
Stevenson, ‗The Officers of Arms‘, pp. 49-55. 
85  Appendix 1.5. 
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servants that was apparently based on seniority in the household and the volume 
of work carried out by that office, also enhanced the representation of an 
individual‘s status at court according to one of the parameters by which bishops 
and earls represented their societal status at court. Thus, position in the 
household itself gave household officers an opportunity to represent their status 
by one of the same means by which those whose status derived from wider 
society represented theirs. Therefore, holding household office could enhance a 
person‘s visible status in relation to society as a whole in the physical context of 
the court, even if it is unlikely that many people would have equated a 
comptroller with an earl just because they were allowed the same number of 
servants in the bill of household. 
Hierarchy in the Ordinary Fees of Household 
Hierarchy is also reflected by the value of fees paid by the comptroller. It is 
particularly apparent in the lists of these fees because, rather than being 
structured according to department, they were structured according to the 
value of the fee paid – a structure that Craig Madden calls ‗an elaborate 
hierarchy‘.86 In the comptroller‘s accounts there are up to nine brackets of fee, 
ranging from £20 down to 1 mark. At face value this is a hierarchy purely related 
to household office. However, as some of these offices were only held by people 
based on their position in society then the concepts of hierarchies of society and 
the household again overlap here. As evidence for hierarchy, these records of 
fees come with an important caveat. In many cases officers who were paid these 
fees received another payment as fee, often significantly larger, from one or 
more of the accounts of the ballivi ad extra, so, aside from the general caveat 
when using financial records of this period that these accounts technically 
record an allowance to the comptroller rather than the direct receipt of 
payment, these fees in many cases are only part of what an individual was paid 
in fee for the role that was assigned to them in the comptroller‘s accounts. 87 
Nevertheless, the values of fees have an abstract consistency that suggests there 
was meaning, and meaning related to hierarchy, attached to the sums paid by 
                                         
86  Madden, ‗Crown Finance‘, p. 534. 
87  Robert Douglas of the wine cellar, for instance, had an annual fee of 6 marks, or £4, in the 
comptroller‘s accounts, but was paid £10 5s for his fee, provender and the wages of his 
servant in the account of the chamberlain of Galloway, covering the same period two terms 
for which he received his ordinary fee of household, in 1507 – ER, XII, p.569. 
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the comptroller, even if, in practice, a given individual received another, 
possibly larger, payment from another source. 
Appendix 1.6 shows the number of people in each fee-bracket over the nine 
surviving accounts that include lists of fees. The top two fee levels largely 
consist of royal servants whose role in the household was of a different sort to 
the rest of the people in the lists. Craig Madden wrote that, essentially, James 
IV‘s ‗household could be divided into the honorary and the practical‘.88 Werner 
Paravacini, likewise, has noted that there was a tendency at the Burgundian 
court for the function of the high offices to be performed by subordinates, and it 
is in these top two brackets that we find officers who appear to hold their 
elevated position more on account of their wider status in society than their 
functional status within the household. 89 Below these levels, the lists of fees 
represent a more straightforward hierarchy based on function and responsibility 
within the household. At £10, we find the highest strata of officers who appear 
to have been purely functional. In this bracket we find either men with 
specialised skills, like the tailor and the barber, or men with who must have 
been in positions of responsibility over money and other men, like the stewards 
and the master cook. The next three levels – 6 marks, 5 marks and 4 marks – 
account for more than half of the individuals in each of the surviving lists. This 
group appears to be the functional core of the court, which, unlike the groups 
receiving higher fees for serving in an honorary or supervisory capacity, served 
the king and court on a daily basis.90 Though they did not reflect the reality of 
what individuals were paid, fees paid by the comptroller seem to have been 
                                         
88  Madden, ‗Crown Finance‘, p. 536. 
89  Paravicini, ‗A Model for Europe?‘, p.72. 
90  In the comptroller‘s accounts, after the lists of fees to household servants and others, there 
are small accounts that list all the officers entitled to receive an extra payment of 35 shillings 
a year ‗pro pabulo equorum‘.  This group was almost exclusively drawn from servants within 
the accounts receiving 6 marks or less as their fee. It is tempting to suggest that this group 
received fees for provender because they were expected to be with the king at all times so 
they could provide services that were absolutely essential to the running of the king‘s court 
wherever it may be – and judging by the servants receiving these fees, the storage, 
preparation and service of food were the most essential services. However, these payments 
may just be an indication of those who were most dependent on the king and who did not 
receive their provender from other sources. The servants of the stable, for instance, who do 
not appear on these lists, must have used the provender that they bought for the king‘s 
horses, so we cannot say that the lists of those receiving provender represent all those were 
expected to travel with the king wherever he went, because surely servants of the stable 
would always have been necessary to see to the king‘s horses as he went around the kingdom.   
Nonetheless, it does surely represent a core group of those who were expected to be with the 
king at all times - e.g. ER, XIII, p. 122; See appendix 1.2. 
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arranged in a hierarchical fashion that reflected the internal organisation of the 
household in its definition as a domestic establishment meeting the daily needs 
of the king. 
Cloth and Clothing: Groups, Individuals and Hierarchy 
Clothing and cloth were indicators of hierarchy that, unlike the ordinary fees of 
household and ‗bouche of court‘, were not expressly related to membership of 
the household. One of the main items of expenditure in the treasurer‘s accounts 
was clothing for the king and his servants and affinity, including, but not 
exclusive to, members of the household. Much, though not all, of the money 
spent on clothing for the king‘s servants and affinity was recorded in accounts 
especially compiled for the purpose, and these accounts offer some information 
on the formal hierarchies visible in the distribution of what was a very tangible 
means of representing status. What they reveal is that clothing as a form of 
representing hierarchy operated in different ways - it could reflect and visually 
define a rank in the formal hierarchy of the household, but could also reflect 
more informal hierarchies that are less visible in the sources. The relationship of 
cloth allowances to hierarchy of fees paid by the comptroller can be 
demonstrated by comparing the evidence for all those who received clothing as 
well as a fee in 1507-8. This demonstrates that there was some correspondence 
with other hierarchies in the distribution of cloth. In isolated cases we can find a 
neat convergence between the various forms of formal hierarchy that we have 
already looked at. For instance, to take the two servants of the wine cellar in 
the list above, we find that Robert Douglas is allowed £11 10s worth of cloth, a 
fee of 6 marks, and one servant by the bill of household, which covers this same 
period. On the other hand, John Douglas is allowed £7 1s 8d worth of cloth, a 
fee of 4 marks, and no servants in the bill of household, thus demonstrating a 
straightforward hierarchical relationship within a household department.91 
Additionally, the allowance of cloth to these two men of the wine cellar 
compared to others on the same fees suggests a broad hierarchical division, 
because these men received costlier cloth than others receiving the same fee, 
                                         
91  This allowance was recorded in the 1507-8 account but given out at Christmas before the 
period of the account, and there is also a payment of £7 2s 8d to Douglas as a servant of the 
queen‘s wine cellar in the 1507-8 account. 
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and this perhaps reflects a hierarchical division along departmental lines within 
the household. 
However, there was no direct relationship between the value of fee one 
received from the comptroller and the value of the cloth they were allowed. The 
lack of such a relationship is demonstrated by the single fact that not everyone 
receiving a fee also received a cloth allowance. In terms of those who did 
receive cloth, this can be demonstrated by comparing Robert Galloway in the 
avery and William Forsyth in the hall pantry. They both received 6 marks as a 
fee, but Galloway was allowed £9 10s worth of cloth whereas Forsyth was 
allowed only £3 18s 9d. However, there are a number of areas in the account 
where more than one officer is given the same allowance of cloth. Appendix 1.7 
shows that four of the servants on 4 marks, as well as one on 6 marks, received 
the same allowance worth £3 18s 9d, whilst three of the men on 6 marks 
received the same allowance worth  £11 10s. This demonstrates that there were 
differences but that not all cloth allowances were unique to each individual, and 
that they were often grouped with others who received the same ordinary fee of 
household.92  These ranks within the hierarchy of cloth allowances included 
individuals who received fees from the comptroller alongside those who did not 
receive fees but did appear in the bill of household, as well as those who appear 
in neither. These ranks may – where they include officers paid by the 
comptroller or included in the bill of household – correspond broadly to the 
hierarchy of fees or the hierarchy of allowances of servants, but together they 
represent an indicator of formal and structured hierarchy that stands apart from 
both, and one which includes members of the household as well as other 
members of the royal affinity. This suggests that clothing was an indicator of 
hierarchy that sometimes reflected hierarchies directly related to household 
office, but which also showed the interaction of members of the household with 
other forms of hierarchy.  
Hierarchy, as measured by the number of servants one was allowed in the bill of 
household, the values of ordinary fees of household and the values of allowances 
of cloth from the treasurer, indicates that household hierarchies both respected 
societal hierarchies whilst also reflecting hierarchies based on household 
                                         
92  Appendix 1.7. 
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organisation and service. This suggests that the household provided a system 
whereby an individual could gain in status, as reflected by household 
hierarchies, within the world of the court, in which this status could be 
favourably set against those whose status was primarily founded on their 
position outside the household. Household hierarchies were also reflected in the 
allowances of clothing, a means of calibrating status that extended beyond the 
household. The reflection of household hierarchy in the value of the cloth given 
to members of the household is an example of one of the ways in which the 
bureaucratic organisation of the household could manifest in a tangible and 
highly visible form. 
Conclusion 
Contemporary sources, then, reveal three principal ways in which 
contemporaries thought about the definition and structure of the household. 
Firstly, the word household could mean subtly different things. Broadly 
speaking, it could be defined in two ways: as those who served in the king‘s 
domestic establishment, or as those at court who received service from that 
establishment. Within these definitions, the household could be a royal affinity, 
a centre for royal government and domestic life, and a domestic establishment. 
In all definitions, membership of the household had a formal basis, even if it 
could be easily extended, as in the case of the allowances for unnamed 
individuals in the bill of household. The documents outlining formal membership 
of the household also reveal that the household was structured according to sub-
divisions into offices or departments. Looking at these offices reveals that the 
structure provided by the household of James IV had broad similarities to the 
structure of other European households. Another element of structure 
identifiable in these sources is hierarchy, which shows that, whilst the household 
reflected hierarchies visible in wider society, membership of the household also 
had an effect on one‘s position in household hierarchies and thus, at least in the 
context of the royal court, could raise a household servant‘s status in relation to 
those whose position in such household hierarchies was calibrated according to 
external hierarchies.
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Chapter 3 - Attendance and Service in the 
Household at Court 
As Jeroen Duindam has noted, ‗The princely court was first and foremost a group 
of persons around the ruler‘.1 This chapter explores the relationship between 
the bureaucratic structure outlined above and the day-to-day reality of the 
court. It should come, of course, as no surprise to find that the household, or at 
least parts of it, was at the heart of the court. However, the history of 
household offices in Scotland and elsewhere shows that there is not always a 
direct link between the holding of household office and the performance of 
service at court. Offices changed or lost their practical functions. For instance, 
until the reign of James I, the chief financial officer of the Scottish crown had 
been the chamberlain. During that reign the chamberlain‘s financial duties were 
divided between the comptroller and the treasurer, and the office of 
chamberlain continued, but without most of its former practical functions.2 Also, 
titles like esquire and knight of the household, based on evidence for the 
attendance of household knights elsewhere, do not allow us to simply assume 
that men holding them were in regular attendance at court.3 Similarly, the 
broad definitions of the household outlined in the previous chapter include many 
individuals or groups that do not seem likely to have been in permanent 
attendance on the king. The magnates amongst the lords temporal and spiritual 
had their own local affairs to run, for instance, and could not have spent all 
their time at court.4 
By exploring a wider range of source material, it is possible to find evidence 
about the activities of members of the household which sheds some light on the 
                                         
1  Duindam, Myths of Power, p. 183. 
2  Murray, ‗The Comptroller‘, p. 1-3. 
3  Sean Cunningham, for instance, has emphasised that Henry VII‘s household knights were 
‗intensely loyal‘ but also that they had a ‗multi-faceted national role‘, suggesting they were 
not a permanent presence at court - Sean Cunningham, ‗National War and Dynastic Politics: 
Henry VII‘s capacity to wage war in the Scottish campaigns of 1496-1497‘ in Andy King and 
David Simpkin (eds.), England and Scotland at War, c.1296-c.1513 (Leiden: Brill, 2012), pp. 
297-328 (pp. 316, 323); Similarly, for an earlier period, David Simpkin has noted that the 
English wardrobe book for 1316-17 lists ‗well over 100 household esquires, though many of the 
latter were not present at court‘ – David Simpkin, ‗The Kings‘ Sergeants-at-arms and the War 
in Scotland, 1296-1322‘ in Andy King and David Simpkin (eds.), England and Scotland at War, 
c.1296-c.1513 (Leiden: Brill, 2012), pp. 77-117 (p. 81). 
4  Jenny Wormald, Court, Kirk, and Community: Scotland 1470-1625 (Edinburgh: Edinburgh 
University Press, 1981), p. 14. 
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nature of the relationship between the court and the household, and between 
the structures of the household and actual attendance and activities of its 
members. This chapter will focus on attendance and activities that had the 
primary purpose of serving the king, whereas other aspects of attendance and 
activity at court will be discussed further in the following chapter. It will argue 
that all members of the household had some sort of physical connection with the 
court, but that the nature of this connection varied and that the court itself, as 
the movements of members of the household show, was constantly expanding 
and contracting as it moved around the kingdom over the course of the year, and 
as important events occurred over the course of the reign.  Many of the services 
provided by members of the household match our expectations, but many of 
them also carried out duties that could not be so easily assumed. Service activity 
at court related not just to the specific office held, but also to the area of the 
household in which an individual served, and the time at which they served. 
The Treasurer’s Accounts as Evidence for the Attendance of 
Household Servants 
One of the most important sources for studying attendance at the court of the 
dukes of Burgundy are the ecroes, the wages paid, and recorded, on a daily basis 
to people attending court.5 There is no equivalent source for the study of the 
attendance of members of James IV‘s household at court. Furthermore, the 
treasurer‘s accounts, which provide some of the most detailed evidence for the 
day-to-day life of the court, have significant weaknesses as a source for 
measuring the attendance of members of the household. Thomas Dickson noted 
in his preface to the first volume of the printed accounts that ‗while all that 
concerned the domestic economy and furniture of the king‘s house was provided 
for, under the direction of the Master of the Household, out of the revenue 
derived from the property of the Crown and administered by the Comptroller, 
the Treasurer made provision for the miscellaneous expenses of the king and 
queen‘ and for other members of the royal family, livery and apparel for 
themselves and their servants, equipment for the stable, the royal artillery, the 
issuing and delivery of summonses and messages, royal building works, alms and 
                                         
5  There are several studies based on these records of wages paid daily at the court of the Dukes 
of Burgundy, as Holger Kruse, Hof, Amt und Gagen: Die Täglichen Gagenlisten des 
Burgundischen Hofes (1430-1467) und der Erste Hofstaat Karls des Kühnen (1456) (Bonn: 
Bouvier, 1996). 
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gifts to religious establishments and individuals, gifts, pensions and wages to 
royal servants, the lodging of ambassadors and other visitors, and other 
miscellaneous expenses.6 A sample of entries from October 1507 provides an 
illustration of the variety and detail of evidence available in the accounts, which 
is greater than in any other source for the Scottish court: 
Item, the vj day of October, for tua pair of wyndes cordis, j pund threid for cors 
bowis ....ix s 
Item, for ane knyf to the King in Strivelin....ix s 
Item, for lx turs bent....vj li [£] 
Item, the vij day of October, to the King to play at the cartis....xxviij s 
Item, to Maister Johne Brus, liand seik in Strivelin....xxviij s 
Item, the viij day, to pur folkis at the ʒet [gate] of Strivelin....xvj d.7 
 
However, this extract also highlights the weaknesses of the source for 
establishing attendance at court in several ways. Firstly, the accounts only 
record certain types of payments, excluding many of the day-to-day purchases 
that fell under the comptroller‘s remit, and for which we do not have such a 
detailed attestation in surviving records.8 Secondly, the way the accounts were 
recorded obscures much of the useful detail about what was purchased through 
the treasurer. It would be very difficult to take a statistical approach to the data 
concerning the household in these accounts because of the lack of uniformity in 
the methods of recording expenditure. In studying the household this is a 
particular problem when it comes to types of entries in which sometimes an 
individual‘s name is given and sometimes it is not. The entry about the king 
playing cards in the extract above serves as an example of this. It does not 
                                         
6  TA, I, pp. xxiii-xxiv. 
7  TA, IV, p. 78. 
8  Most of the record of expenditure in the comptroller‘s account was compiled from other 
books and accounts used to record expenditure in the household - Murray, ‗The Comptroller‘, 
p. 17. The earliest examples of the ‗Libri Domicilii‘, which included records of expenditure as 
well as of the current stores of the household, are from James V‘s reign, though a short 
account survives, apparently for the establishment of the baby prince James, from 1512 – NAS 
E31/1-8, E31/12; Excerpta e Libris Domicilii Domini Jacobi Quinti Regis Scotorum, 1525-1533 
(Edinburgh: The Bannatyne Club, 1836). The accounts of the ‗Liber Emptorum‘, which were a 
record of the purchases entered into the ‗Libri Domicilii‘, from 1511-12 also survive – NAS 
E32/1; these records relate to the day-to-day activities of many members of the household, 
but they do not provide evidence for specific performances of those activities carried out by 
named individuals. 
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specify with whom the king was playing cards, whereas other entries that show 
the king playing cards do.9 
Attendance of Domestic Servants 
The example of the laundress sums up how these difficulties affect the 
usefulness of the accounts as a source for the attendance of domestic servants 
who received an ordinary fee of household. We know that James IV had at least 
two different laundresses over the course of the reign, what their names were, 
and the value of the fee they were paid: Margaret Musche was paid 4 marks as 
laundress from at least as early as 1491 up to 1498-99, when she was replaced by 
Dowok, who received the same fee.10 We know that, as the bill of household 
shows, the laundress was entitled to enjoy the king‘s hospitality in his places of 
residence, and that she was considered part of the wardrobe.11 However, though 
a circumstantial connection can be made between the presence of a laundress 
and the purchase of sponges for cleaning clothes, we have no evidence for the 
activities of specific laundresses; we are left to make the reasonable assumption 
that Scottish laundresses served much the same function as laundresses to elites 
did elsewhere, which would have required near-permanent attendance at 
court.12 Thus, the normal activities of many servants in the household like the 
laundress do not appear in the source record simply because they had no reason 
to be recorded in accounts. Therefore, their attendance at court, even if they 
were permanently there, is not visible in surviving sources. 
For some servants, though, the nature of their activities meant that their 
attendance at court was recorded in the treasurer‘s accounts, as the evidence 
                                         
9  Felicity Heal has highlighted the difficulties of using such accounts quantitatively, in which 
disparities in data often reflect differences in accounting method rather than a different 
spending pattern - Felicity Heal, ‗Food Gifts, the Household and the Politics of Exchange in 
Early Modern England‘ in Past and Present, 199 (2008), pp. 41-70, (pp. 48-9). 
10  ER, X, p. 377; ER, XI, p. 257. 
11  NAS E34/1. 
12  Carole Rawcliffe, ‗A Marginal Occupation? The Medieval Laundress and her Work‘ in Gender 
and History, 21:1 (2009), pp. 147-169 (p. 150) - ‗the specialist skills needed for cleaning the 
rare, delicate and expensive fabrics worn by royal and aristocratic ladies were a world away 
from the mud and bustle of the riverbank experienced by most laundresses. They demanded 
considerable expertise and training, which probably involved a period of apprenticeship‘; The 
bill of household placed the laundress in the wardrobe and an entry in the treasurer‘s 
accounts from 1505 records a payment for two sponges ‗to the wardrob‘ – NAS: E34/1; TA, III, 
p. 162. 
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for the master cook‘s activities shows. One of his functions was to receive food 
gifts and offerings and pay out rewards to their bearers. There are many 
examples of him doing so in the treasurer‘s accounts. For instance, he paid out 
14 shillings to two men who brought two fed oxen in April 1505, and 5 shillings 
to a man who brought cranes from the laird of Innermeath in October 1506.13 It 
is also possible that the master cook made some of the many other such 
payments that were recorded but do not mention his name. Also, in some of the 
treasurer‘s accounts there are bulk payments to the master cook to cover his 
costs in paying out rewards of this kind. For example, in July 1513 the master 
cook was paid £6 8 pence for rewards given by him to those who brought 
presents to the king from 13 May to the end of June, ‗as the said Master Cukis 
bill beris‘. 14 The payment in lump sums and the keeping of bills recording the 
payment of rewards for such gifts points to their relatively high volume, whilst 
obscuring individual payments. That the master cook received these gifts, and 
their high volume, suggests that they not only represented a reciprocal 
relationship between the king and his subjects but were in fact put to real 
practical use in the preparation of food for the king and court. Here the master 
cook represented the point of contact between the individual bearing the gift 
and the kitchen in which that gift was prepared for service to the king and court 
– the master cook‘s function here was to receive such gifts, and it demonstrates 
his attendance at the itinerant court.  
It is perhaps not surprising to find servants like the master cook attending court, 
but there is reason to question whether some members of the household, such as 
those receiving the higher ordinary fees, were in regular attendance at court.  
Brown and Small noted that nobles in offices like the pantry in the Burgundian 
household usually had the work of their office carried out by subordinates, and, 
therefore, being at court on a daily basis would not be such a practical necessity 
for these officers.15 In Burgundy, ‗even cooking was not controlled by the chief 
                                         
13  TA, III, pp. 134, 348. 
14  TA, IV, p. 415. 
15  Brown and Small, Court and Civic Society, p. 15; Costa Gomes noted that at the late-medieval 
Portuguese court a single set of duties could be associated with two or more individuals, with 
one holding the title while the other, or others, performed its functions, sometimes under a 
different title – Costa Gomes, Making of a Court Society, p. 255. In the bill of household, Sir 
John Stirling was listed as ‗maister houʃhald deput‘, whereas he had earlier been described as 
steward of the king in the comptroller‘s accounts, and this seems to be a recognition that the 
stewards carried out many of the practical functions connected to the office of master of the 
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cook‘.16 Given the nature of the Scottish evidence for attendance, an absence of 
such evidence for the Scottish equivalents of these officers cannot be taken as 
an indication that they did not provide day-to-day service while others did. 
There is, in fact, some evidence for their involvement in practical activities 
related to their office. For instance, Peter Crichton, master of the wardrobe, 
can be found buying ribbon for the king in his first spell in the office at the 
beginning of the reign.17 Likewise, in several payments, Adam Hepburn, master 
of the stable, is found buying equipment for the king‘s horse and provender, and 
settling bills with a saddler for horse equipment.18 This suggests at least 
occasional involvement in performing the functions of their office, and parallels 
Rita Costa Gomes‘s findings about the fifteenth-century Portuguese court, for 
which she found that the similarly scant evidence for the performance of the 
duties of ‗higher offices‘ suggests that their importance derived primarily ‗from 
the dignity associated with them, but that this dignity could not easily subsist 
without concrete duties of the office‘.19  However, the wealth of evidence for 
the regular activities of the subordinates in the wardrobe and stable in 
comparison to the sparse evidence for Crichton and Hepburn suggests that they 
were not involved with these activities, and, therefore, not necessarily in or 
near the court, on a permanent, day-to-day basis.20 
Attendance of Non-domestic Servants 
The treasurer‘s accounts also provide patchy evidence about the attendance of 
those who were not domestic servants but were part of the household in its 
broader form as those who had access to domestic privileges. The capacities in 
which such people attended court were varied, as is the evidence for their 
attendance. Again, this evidence is only supplied if the activities of the members 
of the household in question produced expenditure that went through the 
                                                                                                                           
household, which is further suggested by an outline of the duties of the steward of the 
household under James V, which was drawn up in James VI‘s reign – Murray, ‗Exchequer and 
Crown Revenue‘, appendix pp. 74-5; E34/1. 
16  Paravacini, ‗The Court of the Dukes of Burgundy‘, p. 72. 
17  TA, I, pp. 95, 145. 
18  TA, I, pp. 115, 129, 131; TA, II, pp. 438, 452. 
19  Costa Gomes, Making of a Court Society, p. 257. 
20  The activities of subordinates in the wardrobe and stable will be discussed in more detail 
below. 
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accounts of the treasurer. The king‘s apothecaries, for instance, were in regular 
contact with the court but their duties procuring goods for the king often took 
them away from it. One apothecary, John Mosman, was paid to go to Edinburgh 
in January 1508 while the king was at Stirling, suggesting he was at court but 
then sent away for some purpose, and there was a similar payment in March of 
the same year.21 Mosman was probably sent to Edinburgh on these occasions to 
get ingredients and other goods, as it is in this capacity that he is often referred 
to in the accounts. On at least one occasion he was sent to Flanders for ‗stuf‘, in 
April 1503.22 Entries naming him in the treasurer‘s accounts include purchases 
for ‗stuf to quinta essencia‘, showing that Mosman was involved in the pursuit of 
the philosopher‘s stone at James IV‘s court, but also included payments for 
‗glasses and othir stuf‘, ‗jowellis‘ and for spices.23 It is impossible to determine 
exactly how often or for how long Mosman was at court, but the records give the 
impression of an individual whose courtly career involved regular movement 
between the king‘s residences and the markets for the goods that he provided to 
the king. There is even less evidence with which to determine the regularity of 
doctor William Baillie‘s attendance at court, but a payment to John Terras of 
the stable to ride to Edinburgh to fetch him for the queen at a time when the 
court was in Stirling suggests that he was not permanently attached to the 
itinerant court, even if he would have been near at hand when the court was at 
Holyrood, one of its regular stations.24 
The king‘s chapel royal is an area of the household as defined by access to 
domestic privileges that we know had a permanent base in the chapel royal at 
Stirling.25 Nevertheless, the evidence shows that servants of this institution were 
frequently away from Stirling in the service of the king, and that, despite the 
base in Stirling, elements of the chapel regularly travelled to the itinerant court 
to enhance its liturgical services.26 This is perhaps best shown in the record of 
                                         
21  TA, IV, pp. 95, 103. 
22  TA, II, p. 365. 
23  TA, IV, pp. 96, 117, 313, 414. 
24  TA, II, p. 445. 
25  Theo Van Heijnsbergen, ‗The Scottish Chapel Royal as Cultural Intermediary between Court 
and Capital‘ in Drijvers, J.W. and MacDonald, A.A. (eds.) Centres of Learning. Learning and 
Location in Pre Modern Europe and the Near East (Leiden: Brill, 1995), pp. 299-313. 
26  Robert Lindsay of Pitscottie, though he attributes the reorganisation of the chapel royal that 
took place in James IV‘s reign to James III‘s, provided an explanation for how the chapel royal 
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the activities of Master David Traill, the sacristan of the chapel royal. Several 
entries in the accounts record Traill arranging for the transportation of ‗kirk 
graith‘ or ‗chapele geir‘ between royal residences. In September 1507 he was 
paid for money he had paid a carter for the transportation of such items from 
Edinburgh to Stirling and back again.27 In 1511 we find Traill being reimbursed 
for a payment for horse hire and servants to take ‗the chapele geir of Striveling 
to Edinburgh‘.28 These payments suggest that Traill was transporting the chapel 
gear belonging to the chapel royal in Stirling to other royal residences for 
liturgical use. However, elsewhere, Traill arranges for the transportation to 
Edinburgh of ‗the chapele geir, organis and eucharist of Linlithgow‘.29 Were it 
not for the mention of Linlithgow, it would be easiest to assume this gear 
belonged to the chapel royal in Stirling, and it is nonetheless quite possible that 
was the case and it had merely been resting at Linlithgow. On the other hand, it 
is also possible that other equipment for the use of the chapel royal was kept at 
other royal residences, and this hypothesis is backed up by another similar 
payment by Trail for transporting the chapel gear ‗of Edinburgh‘.30 This suggests 
that the chapel royal may have had to supplement the chapel gear at one royal 
residence with gear from another in order to carry out some of its ceremonies. A 
payment from March 1505, stipulating that the chapel gear was taken from 
Stirling to Edinburgh to celebrate Easter, suggests the type of occasion when the 
chapel royal was used to enhance the grandeur of royal religious ceremonies.31 
On another occasion he transported items for St Barnabas‘s day.32Thus, despite 
having a permanent base in Stirling, there was also a peripatetic aspect to the 
chapel royal. The itinerancy of the chapel royal appears to have been occasional 
in nature, however, requiring the movement of materials or equipment, 
                                                                                                                           
functioned as both a fixed institution and an itinerant one, noting that it was reorganised ‗To 
that effect that they sould ewer be redy, the ane half to pase witht hom quhair ever he 
pleissit that they might sing and play to him and hald him merrie and the wther half sould 
remaine at hame in the said chappell for to sing and pray for him and his succesouris‘ - 
Robert Lindsay of Pitscottie, The Historie and Cronicles of Scotland from the Slauchter of 
King James the First to the ane Thousande Fyve Hundreith Thrie Scoir Fyftein Zeir, I, ed. by 
A. J. G. Mackay (Edinburgh: Scottish Text Society, 1899). 
27  TA, IV, 72. 
28  TA, IV, 321. 
29  TA, IV, 347. 
30  TA, IV, 373. 
31  TA, III, 131. 
32  TA, III, 198. 
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sometimes including large items like organs. A man like Traill, then, would have 
been at court on a fairly regular, but not permanent, basis.  
Service in Government and the Bill of Household as a Descriptive 
Source 
The treasurer‘s accounts, then, provide only partial evidence about the 
attendance of members of the household at court, and that evidence is skewed 
towards duties that leave an identifiable trail in the treasurer‘s accounts, 
whereas many servants who perhaps had a much more fixed presence at court 
are left in obscurity. However, a study of the records for the part of the 
household that participated in government suggests the bill of household was not 
just a prescriptive document comprising those in offices with a theoretical right 
to bouche of court, but that it was also a descriptive document based on those 
who were in attendance at court in or near the time of its writing. 
Pedro de Ayala wrote the following of James IV‘s government in a letter of 25 
July 1498: 
The prelates are very much revered; they have the larger share in the 
Government. Spiritual as well as secular Lords, if they have a title or 
a dignity, belong to the General Council. It meets four times a year in 
order to administer justice. It is a very good institution. All causes are 
decided after debating them. At the same time the King receives his 
revenues derived from the administration of the law. Both spiritual 
and secular lords have a certain number of followers, recorded in the 
books of the King, who are entitled to have their meals in the palace 
when they come to court. They have no other advantages. The King 
selects some of them for his Privy Council, and they always remain at 
court. They receive, nevertheless, no salary, except for other offices 
which they may happen to hold. But they and their servants eat in the 
palace. The reason why they do so is that the King may be always 
accompanied by them. It causes great expense.33 
De Ayala was describing three groups that broadly correspond with the first 
three groups listed on the bill of household: the ‗daily council‘, the lords 
spiritual and the lords secular. These were the groups that largely constituted 
the king‘s council, the different forms of which can be conceived in the shape of 
                                         
33  State Papers: Spain, I, no. 210. 
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a pyramid with the ‗daily council‘ at its top and the council in its broadest form 
at its bottom.  
The council in its broadest form had a close relationship with, and largely 
superseded, parliament in the reign of James IV.34 A relationship between 
attendance on the business of government at parliament to membership of the 
household can be identified by looking at the parliamentary sederunts from close 
to the time when the bill of household was written, from among the few 
parliaments that were held in James IV‘s adult reign. The sederunt from 2 
February 1506 lists the following individuals alongside the dempster John 
Jardine: 
Prelates 
 
[Robert Blackadder], archbishop of Glasgow  
[William Elphinstone], bishop of Aberdeen  
[Andrew Forman, bishop of] Moray  
[David Hamilton, bishop of] Argyll  
[George Vaus, bishop of] Galloway  
 
Abbots  
[John Hepburn], prior of St [Andrews]  
[George Hepburn, abbot of] Arbroath  
[James Beaton, commendator of] Dunfermline  
[George Crichton, abbot of] Holyrood of Edinburgh  
[Henry Allanson, abbot of] Jedburgh  
[David Arnott, abbot of] Cambuskenneth  
[Laurence Oliphant, commendator of] Inchaffray  
[Ninian Hume], prior of Coldingham  
 
Barons  
 
Earls  
[Alexander Gordon, earl of] Huntly  
[Archibald Campbell, earl of] Argyll  
[John Douglas, earl of] Morton  
[John Lindsay, earl of] Crawford  
[Matthew Stewart, earl of] Lennox  
[William Graham, earl of] Montrose  
[Cuthbert Cunningham, earl of] Glencairn  
                                         
34  The relationship between parliament and council is underlined by James IV choosing to 
largely eschew the public forum of parliament in his adult reign – perhaps because of the 
trouble it had caused his father – in favour of general councils or large councils, which could 
equal or exceed the numbers at his parliaments – Norman Macdougall, ‗The Estates in Eclipse? 
Politics and Parliaments in the Reign of James IV‘ in Keith M. Brown and Roland J. Tanner, 
(eds.), Parliament and Politics in Scotland, 1235-1560 (The History of the Scottish 
Parliament, 1) (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2004), pp. 145-59 (pp. 145, 156, 159). 
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Lords  
[Alexander Hume, lord] Hume  
[Hugh Montgomery, lord] Montgomery  
[Patrick Lindsay, lord] Lindsay of the Byres  
[James Ogilvy, lord] Ogilvy [of Airlie]  
[Henry Sinclair, lord] Sinclair  
[Andrew Stewart, lord] Avondale  
[William Knollis, lord] St John  
[John Sempill, lord] Sempill  
Oliver Sinclair of Roslin  
[John Maxwell], lord Maxwell  
[Andrew Herries], lord Terregles  
[Robert Logan], laird of Restalrig  
[Campbell of Loudoun], sheriff of Ayr  
[Charteris], laird of Amisfield  
 
Burgh commissioners  
Edinburgh  - Alexander Lauder, James Aikman  
Stirling  - [...]  
Haddington  - [...]  
Linlithgow  - [...]  
Ayr  - [...]  
Dumfries  - [...]35 
 
Another, shorter list from 26 February 1506 lists the following individuals: 
 
Prelates  
 
Bishops  
[William Elphinstone, bishop of] Aberdeen  
[Andrew Forman, bishop of] Moray  
D[avid Hamilton, bishop of] Argyll  
An[drew Stewart, bishop of] Caithness  
[James Hepburn], prior of St Andrews  
 
Abbots 
[James Beaton, commendator of] Dunfermline  
[George Hepburn, abbot of] Arbroath  
[David Arnott, abbot of] Cambuskenneth  
[Henry Allanson, abbot of] Jedburgh  
[Laurence Oliphant, commendator of] Inchaffray  
Master G. Dunbar  
 
Barons  
 
Earls 
                                         
35  The Records of the Parliaments of Scotland to 1707, K.M. Brown et al (eds.) (St Andrews, 
2007-2013) http://www.rps.ac.uk/, 1506/2/2 [ Date accessed: 30 July 2013]; the additional 
information in square brackets was added by the editors of the RPS. 
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[Alexander Gordon, earl of] Huntly  
[Archibald Campbell, earl of] Argyll  
[Patrick Hepburn, earl of] Bothwell  
[William Sinclair, earl of] Caithness  
 
Lords 
[Alexander Hume, lord] Hume  
[John Sempill, lord] Sempill  
[Patrick Lindsay, lord] Lindsay  
[Henry Sinclair, lord] Sinclair  
[James Ogilvy, lord] Ogilvy [of Airlie]  
Patrick Hume of Fastcastle  
William Scott of Balwearie  
 
Burgesses 
Alexander Lauder  
Master James Henderson.36 
 
Comparing these lists to the bill of household reveals a correlation between the 
first three groups on the bill of household and the parliamentary sederunts, with 
individuals listed elsewhere on the bill also appearing. Of the 13 prelates 
appearing on the first list, 7 also appear on the bill among the ‗daily council‘ 
and the bishops and prelates. Of the 11 on the second list, 6 appear. From the 
barons on the first list, 8 out of 21 appear on the bill, whereas 7 out of 11 on the 
second list appear. The correlation is stronger if we restrict it to the earls and 
bishops, with 4 out of 5 bishops on both lists also appearing on the bill of 
household, and 4 out of 7 earls on the first list and 3 out of 4 on the second list 
appearing. This shows a correlation between attendance at parliament and 
appearing on the bill. This correlation is strongest amongst the top rung of elite 
Scottish society, the bishops and earls. 
Parliaments, however, were relatively rare in James IV‘s adult reign. The work 
of Trevor Chalmers has provided a detailed picture of those who were involved 
in royal government on a more regular basis through the study of witness lists on 
documents issued under the Great Seal. The first group listed on the bill of 
household from 1508 is not given a heading. The individuals in it are: Archibald 
Campbell, the earl of Argyll, master of the household; William Elphinstone, 
Bishop of Aberdeen, keeper of the Privy Seal; James Beaton, treasurer; Master 
Gavin Dunbar, clerk of the register; Master Patrick Paniter, secretary; Robert 
Colville, director of chancery. This group broadly corresponds with the group 
                                         
36  RPS, 1506/2/25. [Date accessed: 30 July 2013]. 
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that Chalmers defined as the ‗daily council‘ through a study of charters 
witnessed under the Great Seal. These lists of witnesses, wrote Chalmers, 
usually show us only ‗the inner, regular core of this group of councillors (that is, 
the larger group of individuals who constituted the council as a whole), the men 
whose regular attendance on the king was sufficiently noticeable to the clerks of 
chancery to warrant their inclusion as witnesses‘.37 The overlap between the 
group on the bill and the group identified by Chalmers is significant. In 1508, 
four – Campbell, Elphinstone, Beaton and Dunbar - of the eight individuals who 
appeared on 90% or more of the lists used by Chalmers also appeared on the bill 
of household.38 To put it another way, four of the six individuals in this group on 
the 1508 bill of household appeared on at least 99% of the documents identified 
by Chalmers. Colville and Paniter also appeared in lists in other years, and from 
1511 they both appeared on nearly 100% of all lists. 
The groups listed on the bill under the headings ‗Bischopis and prelatis‘ and ‗The 
lordis temporall‘ also appear on these witness lists. They included individuals 
holding what are now known as great offices of state: the constable, William 
Hay, Earl of Errol in 1508; the admiral, Patrick Hepburn, Earl of Bothwell; the 
chamberlain, Alexander Hume Lord Hume; William Keith, Earl Marischal; and the 
justiciar, Andrew, Lord Gray. Gray, Hume and Hepburn, as we have already 
seen, appear in the ‗daily council‘ group identified by Chalmers for 1508, 
demonstrating that the holders of such offices were involved in the business of 
royal government. William Hay and William Keith, however, do not appear as 
part of the ‗daily council‘ in 1508, though Hay does appear in 5% of witness-lists 
in 1512,39 and his predecessor had appeared in 67% and 12% in the second half of 
1489 and 1490 respectively.40 William Keith appeared only in one list in 1504.41 
This suggests that the holders of these offices had access to participation in the 
‗daily council‘, but some took far less advantage of that access, or were called 
upon far less, than others. There are others who are on the list of lords on the 
bill of household who do not appear at all, or only sporadically, on witness lists 
                                         
37  Chalmers, ‗The King‘s Council‘, p. 91. 
38  Ibid., p. 433. 
39  Ibid., p. 434. 
40  Ibid., p. 429. 
41  Ibid., p. 432. 
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of the Great Seal, and there are some, such as the earl of Lennox, who make 
frequent appearances on those witness lists but are absent from the bill.  
Individuals in the former category often appear participating in other 
governmental activities at court, thus providing a possible explanation for their 
being named on the bill. However, it is also possible that some were named due 
to considerations beyond their involvement in the business of royal government. 
The absence of the earl of Lennox from the bill is hard to explain, given that he 
is on almost every Great Seal witness list from 1507 to 1509. However, as every 
other individual who appears with such frequency is included, the evidence still 
suggests involvement in government business was a central criterion for the 
naming of individuals on the lists of lords on the 1508 bill, even if those who 
attended court for reasons other than participation in the business under the 
Great Seal were also included. It appears, then, that regular attendance at court 
on the business of government was one of the central considerations in the 
decision to include members of the political elite by name on the bill of 
household, though it was not the only one. 
The correlation between the magnates and members of the king‘s ‗daily council‘ 
listed on the bill of household and those found participating in government is a 
strong indication that the bill of household was not prescriptive in a moribund 
and formulaic sense. Rather, it was an attempt to describe the household at its 
fullest extent as it existed in January 1508 so that it could adequately serve its 
prescriptive purpose of providing a guide to who was or was not allowed to enter 
the king‘s residence and how many subordinates they could have with them. It 
could be argued that those who wrote up the bill would have paid more 
attention to the higher status members of the household who were involved in 
royal government, and that evidence for their regular attendance at court does 
not mean that the other groups on the bill were also necessarily in regular 
attendance at court. However, given that the bill was primarily concerned with 
restricting the access of those of low status it is likely that, if anything, lower 
status servants and their entitlements would have been recorded with even 
greater fidelity. Along with the evidence from the treasurer‘s accounts, this 
suggests that the entire range of groups and offices on the bill attended the 
court in some capacity, and that the bill of household presents not just a group 
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that was theoretically entitled to a certain right, but a group that actually 
exercised that right. 
The Household and the Itinerant, Seasonal and Occasional Court 
The bill, then, was not just a theoretical outline of those who had the right to 
‗bouche of court‘, but rather an outline based on descriptive information about 
who actually attended court. However, not everyone on it attended with the 
same regularity. As Jeroen Duindam noted, ‗In a rhythm determined by the 
seasons, the liturgical calendar, and dynastic demography, the court expanded 
and contracted, sought publicity and withdrew‘.42 The bill itself was written on 5 
January 1508, during the celebrations at Yule.43 Criag Madden has summarised 
the records of expenditure on food and other essentials, access to which the bill 
was written up to restrict, in the surviving ‗Liber Emptorum‘ accounts from 
1511-12. He noted that, from 1 October 1511 to 6 August 1512, the average 
monthly spend was around £500, except for December, when the bill was £1,334 
because of spending in connection with the festive season.44 Thus the bill was 
written at a time when the court would have been busy, and an unusually high 
number of people would have been exercising their right to bouche of court. 
This reinforces the notion that the bill reflects people who actually attended 
court, because writers of the bill would have been able to draw up much of their 
outline of the household based on who was actually around them at the time it 
was written. It also suggests, however, that the bill reflected the household at a 
time when the court was well-populated. 
The wedding of James IV and Margaret and the battle of Flodden were two 
unique occasions when the court was attended by many members of the 
household, for which an unusually high number of prose accounts survive.45 John 
Young, Somerset Herald provides some evidence of service provided by primarily 
higher-status members of the household at the wedding celebrations, showing 
them acting in a ceremonial capacity, with that part of the household that was 
                                         
42  Duindam, Myths of Power, p. 183. 
43  Mairi Cowan, ‗Yule in the Court of King James IV‘ in History Scotland, 5:1 (2005), pp. 17-23. 
44  Madden, ‗Crown Finance‘, Appendix B/8(e). 
45  Ralph Griffiths argued that the essence of the fifteenth-century English court was ‗a series of 
occasions‘ – Griffiths, ‗The Court During the Wars of the Roses‘, p. 48. 
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equivalent to the English domus magnificencie coming to the fore. The 
archbishop of Glasgow, Robert Blackadder, the bishop of Moray, Andrew Forman, 
and the earl of Bothwell, who had been the representatives of James IV at the 
first stage of solemnisation of the marriage in London in January 1502, were also 
heavily involved in the ceremonial when the English party came to Scotland in 
1503.46 These three were all counted amongst the lords temporal and spiritual 
on the bill of household. Likewise, it is clear that all great officers of state had a 
role in the ceremony in their capacity as office-holders. In the solemnisation of 
the marriage at Holyrood Abbey, the royal party were met by, amongst the laity, 
the earl of Errol, constable, the earl Marischall, the earl of Argyll, master of the 
household, and the earl of Lennox, acting as chamberlain.47 The appearance of 
these men together, and especially the need to have an acting chamberlain, 
shows that they were required to serve in a pre-ordained ceremonial capacity at 
the wedding. These ceremonial duties are further highlighted by a list given by 
Young of individuals who conveyed the king to the church later in the ceremony: 
‗Then the Kynge was brought by a varey fayre Company, conʃiʃting of 
hys ʃaid Brother and of the Lordes abouffe ʃaid, hys Steward, 
Chammerlayn, the Conʃtable, and the Mariʃchall, with all their Staffs 
of their Offices, and other Nobles, Knyghts, Squyers, and 
Gentylmen[…]The Lord of Hamilton barre his Swerde before hym. His 
Officers of Armes war in their Cotts, and all his Nobles ʃtode in Ordre 
on the Right Syd of the Church‘.48 
Members of the nobility were also involved in the service of food to the king 
during the wedding. At dinner after the marriage service, Young noted that ‗Hys 
                                         
46  Younge, ‗Fyancells‘, 281, 287. 
47  Young uses the term ‗Steward of the Hows‘ instead of master of the household; Younge, 
‗Fyancells‘, 290. 
48  Younge, ‗Fyancells‘, p. 293; There are many more examples of such people attending and 
serving in a ceremonial capacity at the wedding in Young‘s account at moments such as the 
king‘s first meeting with the queen when he was accompanied by a group including men who 
either were listed on the bill of household or their successors were, such as the archbishop of 
St Andrews and chancellor, the earl of Huntly, the earl of Argyll, master of the household, 
and the James Lord Hamilton, who was created earl of Arran later in the celebrations. Lord 
Gray and Lord Ross were also named in the king‘s company at different points by Young. 
Alongside the ‗great officers of state‘ who met the king at Holyrood, as described above, 
were the archbishop of St Andrews, the bishop of Aberdeen and lord Privy Seal, the bishop of 
Ross and the bishop of Dunkeld, as well as other bishops and ‗many Abbotts‘, earls and ‗many 
Lordes, Knyghts and Gentylmen‘. Another description shows a similar procession, again 
highlighting some of the specific ceremonial roles of individuals involved: ‗The Lord of 
Honteley bar the Swerde before him, an Huʃher of his Chammer bore his Train, hys Mai∫ter 
d‘Ho∫telll, his Chamberlayn, his Con∫table, the Mar∫hall, and the Officers of Armes and 
Trumpets went before him after the Cu∫tome of the Countre‘ - Younge, ‗Fyancells‘, pp. 283, 
284, 285, 290, 297. 
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Panneters wer my Lord the Son of the Erle of Bothwells Brother, and my Lord 
Grayes Son; and his Cupberrer was the Lord of Hamylton... The Lord Grays the 
Father ∫erved the King with Water for to wa∫h, and the Earle of Hunteley berred 
the Towaylle‘, and the king was served by these people on two further 
occasions, according to Young.49 Though neither of the individuals he identifies 
acting as pantlers were called so in Scottish sources, Lord Gray‘s Son was carver 
at this time, and an Adam Hepburn, either the earl of Bothwell‘s brother, or 
that man‘s son, was sewar, so it is possible that they just appeared to be acting 
as pantlers to Young. Lord Hamilton was not paid a fee as cupbearer at this time 
– the cupbearer receiving a fee was Alexander, master of Hume.50 Lord Gray and 
the earl of Huntly did not hold offices that were related to the table service of 
the king, as far as the evidence shows. That all these individuals, whatever 
office they may have held, were serving the king on this occasion demonstrates 
the large-scale manifestation of household service that took place during the 
wedding. During it, holders of offices that were, most likely, often performed by 
subordinates gave domestic service to the king alongside men such as Lord Gray 
and earl of Huntly who, as far as the evidence shows, did not even hold such 
offices. 
This is characteristic of much of Young‘s description, in which large numbers of 
people from Scotland‘s elite, many directly connected with the household in 
surviving sources and others who at the very least could be part of the household 
according to its broadest definition, intermingled with the leading hereditary 
officers and the officers of arms, acting in a ceremonial capacity as members of 
the household. By doing do, they temporarily gave physical form to a broad 
conception of the household, similar to that presented by the bill of household. 
At this wedding, the part of the household that equated to the English domus 
magnificencie reached its largest and most spectacular form, with the highest 
status individuals in the realm performing ceremonial and domestic duties for 
the king. Even though they did not leave much of an imprint on Young‘s account, 
the lower status servants of the household were also in attendance in large 
numbers, based on the special account for clothing issued for the wedding which 
                                         
49  Younge, ‗Fyancells‘, pp. 295, 297, 299. 
50  ER, XII, pp. 111, 203. 
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included cooks, a groom of the hall, the keeper of the pewter vessels and 
servants of the wine cellar, among others.51 
A broad manifestation of the household also emerges from the evidence of its 
members in the very different circumstances of the battle of Flodden and 
surrounding events.52 At the head of the Scottish army was a large assemblage of 
the magnates of Scotland, including many who had been listed on the bill of 
household. The earl of Argyll, master of the household, earl of Errol, constable, 
the earl of Montrose and the earl of Huntly all led battles at Flodden and were 
named on the bill.53 There is some evidence for the appearance of other 
members of the household at the battle too. Thomas Ruthal, bishop of Durham, 
stated in a letter written shortly after the battle to almoner Wolsey that he had 
‗spokyn with dyverse prisoners of Scotland‘, mentioning Sir William Scott, who 
was listed as a knight of attendance in the bill of household, as an example.54 
The account known as the Trewe Encountre, which was printed shortly after the 
battle, gives a vivid account of the death of another of the knights of 
attendance listed on the bill, noting that though Edmund Howard had found 
himself on the ground after the attack of Alexander Hume‘s contingent on the 
Scottish left flank. However, the account went on, ‗like a coragious and an 
hardy yong lusty gentilman he recoverd againe and faught hande to hande with 
oone Sir Davy Hume, and slew him with his oune hande‘.55 Sir David Hume was 
listed as a knight of attendance on the bill of household.56 The Trewe 
Encountere also notes that ‗Dyvers prisoners are taken of the Scottes, but noe 
notable personne, oonly Sir Willm Scott, knight councelor of the said king of 
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Scottes, and as is said a gentilman well lernyd, Also Sir John Forman knight 
broder to the Busshop of Murrey‘.57 
These two prisoners are also mentioned in Edward Hall‘s account of the battle in 
his chronicle, which is largely drawn from the Trewe Encountere. Hall‘s account, 
however, adds some details. As well as apparently garbling ‗councelor‘ into 
‗Chaunceller‘ for Scott, it notes that Forman was the king‘s ‗seriante porter‘, 
and that when the two were shown the king‘s body they ‗knewe hym at the 
fyrste sighte and made greate lamentacyon‘.58 We know far more about the dead 
than the captured at Flodden. For casualties from the top rank of society, lists 
are provided by some of the contemporary accounts and chronicles. For those 
lower down who held lands from the king, a list has been reconstructed from 
entries in the exchequer rolls for the years after Flodden.59 These different 
sources have been combined by William Kevin Emond to give an overall 
impression of the surviving evidence for named casualties at Flodden.60 From the 
lords temporal and spiritual and the ‗daily council‘ on the bill of household the 
archbishop of St Andrews and the earls of Argyll, Errol, Bothwell and Montrose 
died, as did Lord Ross and Lord Semple and Sir John Ramsay of Terrinzeane. It 
also includes several men who were either paid an ordinary fee of household at 
some point during James IV‘s reign by the comptroller, or were listed in the bill 
of household. Such men as Robert Douglas of the wine cellar, William Edmonston 
of Duntreath, butler, David Balfour in the wine cellar and usher of the hall, John 
Balfour, keeper of the pewter vessels, William Douglas in the pantry, Sir John 
Somerville, and John Stirling were amongst the dead, while Thomas Shaw, 
master cook, was taken prisoner.61 
George Buchanan related stories that place other members of the household at 
the battle. Noting the legends that James was believed by many to have 
survived the battle, he wrote of something he ‗heard from Laurence Telfer, an 
honest and learned man, then one of the king‘s pages, who was a spectator of 
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the battle – he said, that after the day was lost, he saw the king cross the Tweed 
upon horseback‘.62 Regardless of the outlandish sighting of the king, the tale 
from an eyewitness is interesting because of the less controversial detail it 
provides of the attendance of Telfer, listed as a page in the bill of household, at 
the battle; specifically, that he was a spectator set apart from the fighting 
forces, presumably alongside other members of the household. Buchanan also 
reported, in connection to this tale, that: 
There are two accounts of the fate of the Scottish king. The English 
affirm that he was killed in battle; the Scots, on the other hand, 
assert, that there were many that day clothed in armour similar to 
what the king usually wore, partly lest the enemy should chiefly aim 
at one alone, on whose life hung the victory, and the issue of the war; 
or if the king should chance to be slain, that the troops might not be 
disheartened, or think that they had lost him, so long as others, 
armed and accoutred like him, were seen in the field, witnessing their 
brave or cowardly conduct; that one of these, Alexander Elphinstone, 
was very like the king in stature and appearance, and he being 
clothed in royal insignia, was followed by the flower of the nobility, 
who mistook him for the monarch, and were killed bravely fighting 
around him, but that James himself repassed the Tweed. 
He later added, sitting on the fence, that ‗it is certain the English found a body 
either of king James or Alexander Elphinstone, surrounded by an immense 
number of the slain‘.63 Again, it is not necessary to engage with the legend of 
James IV‘s survival to derive useful evidence about the presence of the 
household at Flodden from this. Alexander Elphinstone appeared on the bill as a 
squire of attendance, and was later made first Lord Elphinstone.64 Elphinstone‘s 
appearance as a one-time squire of attendance in a group clothed similarly to 
the king, whether for the reasons Buchanan highlights or simply because they 
were wearing the king‘s colours, points to the presence of a royal bodyguard.  
The inclusion of Elphinstone suggests that it might have been composed, at least 
in part, from the knights and squires of attendance, and other knights, in the 
household.65 
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Despite the tendency of the court to swell on these set-piece occasions, it would 
be wrong to presume a simple dichotomy between a large-scale occasional 
household and a small-scale, permanent household. The ever-changing physical 
reality of princely courts at times other than these special occasions also had an 
impact on the service of members of the household. James IV was a highly 
peripatetic king, as were many other contemporary European kings.66 James was 
an ‗extremely hard worker‘ who personally attended justice ayres in many 
different locations, from Wigtown in the south to Inverness in the north.67 
However, the places of issue on 2109 documents issued under the Great Seal, as 
Norman Macdougall has demonstrated, show that, whilst on occasion these 
documents were issued from locations from Tain to Whithorn and from Mingarry 
to Montrose, the three most common locations by a considerable margin were 
Edinburgh, which was the place of issue for 1475 of them, followed by Stirling 
(306) and Linlithgow (83).68 James IV was also highly energetic in his pursuit of 
both religious devotion and earthly pleasures, both of which were combined on 
some of his trips. The most striking examples of such trips were the pilgrimages 
he made to the shrine of St Duthac at Tain in the north and the shrine of St 
Ninian at Whithorn in the south at least once a year from the fourteen-
nineties.69 However, for all the energy and distance covered, James spent more 
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time in the area of Edinburgh, Stirling and Linlithgow than anywhere else, often 
staying in or around one of his residences in this circuit for several weeks.70  
As a result of these movements, and the varied requirements of the king, the 
servants of the household had to make arrangements for logistics and the 
provision of food, and to maintain contact with others around the kingdom. The 
evidence for these activities suggests the constant movement of household 
servants in and out of court. For example, a payment of expenses was made to 
James Doig in January 1502 for four days he spent preparing the king‘s chambers 
before his arrival in Edinburgh for Christmas.71 Also, in a picturesque entry in the 
treasurer‘s accounts from 1497, Andrew Doull of the stable was paid to ‗walk on 
the sandis‘ to look out for the arrival of English ships to report to the king.72 
More prosaically, Doull was also paid for staying in Edinburgh in 1503 to look 
after hawks.73 There were many such payments to servants of the household to 
support themselves whilst away from the court on some duty, often recorded in 
connection with looking after horses or hawks. 
Perhaps the most vivid demonstration of the capacity for the household to 
spread itself across the kingdom was when, in 1507, James IV carried out a 
breakneck journey from Fife to St Duthac‘s shrine in Tain and then back down to 
Stirling - on parts of which he apparently rode alone - in order, suggested 
Norman Macdougall, to set a record or to demonstrate the peacefulness of the 
kingdom.74 James was not alone for the whole journey: several men 
accompanied him. Most of them can be identified as members of the household.  
Michael Balfour, master of the ale cellar, James Merchiston and Andrew 
Macbreck, chaplains of closet, James Douglas, sumpterman, John Dunlop and 
Archibald Bickerton, knights of attendance, and Thomas Boswell, Quintin Focart, 
Walter Turnbull and Alexander McCulloch, squires of attendance, and one of the 
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John Formans in the household, rode over the Mounth to wait at post for the 
king.75 It seems that Andrew Doull was also involved, as were Fergy Graham, a 
page, Adam, groom of the chamber, and ‗Pate of the wardrob‘, probably in 
reference to an otherwise unidentifiable subordinate in the wardrobe rather 
than the master of the wardrobe, Peter Crichton, though the latter was called 
Patrick in the bill of household.76 These men were scattered over several 
locations to facilitate the king‘s journey, but the rest of the household was 
separated from him. This was an extreme example of a day-to-day reality: 
household servants constantly went to and from the court to serve the king. 
Duties and Activities in the Household 
Prescriptive Evidence 
As well as providing information about rewards and perquisites, ordinances and 
other sources for some European princely households provide detailed 
information about the expected duties of household officers. As we have seen, 
the 1508 bill of household does not provide such information. While the role that 
the magnates and the chivalric classes should play in serving the king was 
outlined by Scottish writers in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, there is 
little surviving prescriptive evidence for the official duties of household officers 
from the reign of James IV.77 There is enough to show that there were fairly 
well-defined ideas of the duties of at least some household officers, but these 
duties are not generally outlined in any detail in surviving sources. The master 
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porter, or master of entries, is one of the only household officers of James IV 
whose duties are prescribed in a letter under the Privy Seal from James IV‘s 
reign. The letter, issued under the Privy Seal at Stirling on 3 February 1500, 
states in conventional language that it appoints John Forman to the office of 
master porter because of ‗the singler trast, lufe and favouris we ber to our lovet 
familiar servitor John Forman‘.78 It highlights the itinerant nature of service in 
the household, making Forman ‗the principall and master portar of our entreis 
quhairsumever it sal happin our person to be within our realme‘ and illustrates 
the master porter‘s authority over subordinate officers, ‗with power to mak 
substitutis under him, portaris and keparis of our said entreis, and thaim to 
output and input as he thinkis expedient at our will and emplesour‘. 
The letter also emphasised the master porter‘s authority over entries to the 
king‘s residence: ‗all and sindre prelatis, lordis, baronis, frehaldaris and all 
utheris our liegis and subditis quham it efferis, and in speciall our portaris that 
now ar that ze and ilk ane of zou reddile intend, ansuer and obey to the said 
Johne Forman, our principall and master portar and kepar of our entreis and his 
deputis under him, in all and sindre thingis concerning the said offis‘. This 
appears to draw a distinction between ‗portaris that now ar‘ and ‗deputis under 
him‘. The latter surely refers to the ‗substitutis under him, portaris and keparis 
of our said entreis‘ mentioned earlier in the document. The placement of the 
former after a list of the king‘s subjects whom this stipulation might affect 
suggests that it refers to porters around the kingdom who are not part of the 
household – that is, for example, porters in burghs or porters attached to 
particular residences. This demonstrates how, when the royal court took up 
residence somewhere, the officers of the household could hold authority over 
those in the vicinity whose responsibilities might intersect with those of the 
household office. 
The level of detail in this letter is very unusual among documents under the 
Privy Seal for James IV‘s reign. In such letters, material rights and benefits 
conferred were usually outlined in much more detail than the service for which 
they were given. A letter from 1499, albeit not one directly concerning the 
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household, illustrates this. It records that Andrew Lord Gray and his son Gilbert 
were made tutors to Elizabeth Buttercase and her sister Margaret, ‗for to 
minister of their gudis, possessions, anuell rentis […] and the said tutouris to do 
sic lyk to thaim as toutouris aucht to do‘ – in other words, the part of their 
duties of tutorship concerning land rights was made clear, whereas the part 
concerning the welfare of the two sisters was described in vague terms.79 Letters 
concerning members of the household are usually even vaguer, with little or no 
mention of the specific tasks for which individuals in the household were 
responsible. Many more copies of such letters survive within the Register of the 
Privy Seal from James V‘s reign than from James IV‘s. Though they provide much 
useful information, they often used vague expressions when describing the 
duties of household offices. For example, a letter from 1542 to Andrew Melville, 
making him ‗ane of the merschellis principale in the kingis hall‘, stipulates that 
he ‗use, hant and exerce the said office with all the privilegis and dewteis 
concerning the sammyne lik as hes bene usit tymes bigane in the tyme of the 
kingis fader‘.80 Given such a lack of prescriptive evidence, it is impossible to 
compare the stated duties of servants in the household with what they actually 
did. In the one case where we do have fuller prescriptive information, for the 
chief porter, we do not have the descriptive evidence to juxtapose with it. This 
scanty prescriptive evidence, then, rather than providing a bench mark against 
which to set the evidence for the actual activities of members of the household, 
allows us to draw only the modest conclusion that, in James IV‘s household, at 
least some offices did have prescribed duties. 
Useful evidence for an understanding of duties associated with household offices 
in James IV‘s Scotland can also be found in literary sources. Dunbar reveals 
assumptions about household officers in several of his poems, most notably 
about the treasurer and, as we have already seen, an officer in the queen‘s 
wardrobe.81 Another source of this type of evidence is Gavin Douglas‘s The 
Palice of Honour, which includes an idealised description of the household. This 
description highlights many of the assumed duties of household servants.82 This 
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provides some detailed information about the activities of household servants,  
showing that porters had control of entries to the royal residence, marshals 
patrolled in the hall, the cook tasted the king‘s meat, and the cupbearer mixed 
his wine. However, mostly the poem only refers indirectly to the duties and 
responsibilities of household officers by listing the ideal virtues that different 
officers should have.  So, the master of household is associated with Charity, the 
treasurer with Liberality, the clerks of closet and ‗Cubiculairis‘ (servants of the 
chamber) with Innocence and Devotion with, the comptroller with Discretion, 
the ushers of the chamber with Humanity and ‗trew Relatioun‘, and the marshals 
with Peace, Quiet, Rest and Renown. Literary sources, then, provide useful 
evidence on contemporary assumptions about household offices, but much of it 
is vague or relates to types of service that did not leave a trace in such financial 
records, making it hard to prove if James IV‘s household servants really 
performed such services. 
Descriptive Evidence 
Our understanding of the nature of household service must, then, be primarily 
based on what officers of the household did rather than what they were 
expected to do.83 Often this reveals that they did just what the name of the 
office they held suggests. The wine cellar is an example. The bill of household 
identifies three officers of the wine cellar: a butler, and two officers below him. 
Amongst the various holders of these offices there is little evidence of their 
activities as part of the household. There are some payments that point toward 
the role of the wine cellar in serving wine. In August 1504, Robert Douglas was 
reimbursed for paying to have glasses carried from Stirling to Edinburgh. In 1513 
he delivered a puncheon of wine to a little ship that went with the king to the 
Isle of May, and in 1498 he was given oats for horses to carry bottles.84 Likewise, 
George Douglas received delivery of a silver water stoup in 1490 and paid for a 
case for a ewer to be made in 1491.85 John Douglas received an extra payment in 
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the comptroller‘s account of 1503 ‗for his expenses and labours concering the 
safe-keeping of the wine‘.86 We also have very little evidence for the duties of 
the king‘s barber. It is difficult to tell whether Jaklin was just a barber or a 
barber-surgeon from surviving evidence. Whatever his normal duties exactly 
were, they went largely unrecorded. Two payments reveal something about his 
duties. He was given money to buy a basin in 1497, and for a ‗chafer‘ – a vessel 
for warming water – to wash the king‘s feet in in 1505.87 It is easy to see why a 
basin might have been necessary for a barber, but a vessel for washing the king‘s 
feet seems more likely to have had a medical purpose. The Italian minstrels, also 
as we might expect, can be found receiving payments alongside other minstrels 
at Yule and Easter, presumably for their musical services.88 Therefore, there is 
evidence that the servants of the wine cellar, the barber and the Italian 
minstrels, to take three unconnected examples, performed just the duties we 
would expect them to. 
However, there is also evidence for all these servants performing services for 
the king that could not be guessed based on the descriptor of their office. 
Robert Douglas of the wine cellar was paid for ‗reuling‘ – controlling – dogs in 
November 1505.89 On at least two occasions, the Italian minstrels were paid for 
fishing the stanks – ponds for keeping fish – at Stirling.90 An unexpected activity 
of James Jaklin the barber is visible in a little more detail: he had some role in 
taking care of the king‘s birds.91 As early as 1498 there is a reference to Jaklin 
taking the king‘s birds from Edinburgh (to Dumbarton), and Jaklin seems to have 
dealt with the birds for at least the next ten years. This included the purchase 
and transport of a mavis, or song-thrush in 1503, travelling to Inverness for 
goshawks in 1505, and payments for keeping the king‘s herons, including 
payments for the rent of the house where the herons were kept.92 James Jaklin‘s 
family was also involved – there was a payment for clothes for his two daughters 
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in 1505 for ‗birdis keping‘.93 It is not clear why Jaklin was entrusted with looking 
after the king‘s birds, but he carried out the duty over a period of at least ten 
years, looking after different types of birds. The lack of prescriptive evidence 
for the duties of household officers means that it is not possible to compare 
their actual activities with a detailed contemporary outline of what their office 
was supposed to entail. However, these unexpected activities of members of the 
household suggest that an approach focussing on descriptive evidence reveals 
aspects of their activities at court that would have been ignored or obscured in a 
prescriptive outline of their duties. 
The servants of the stable are some of the best-documented members of the 
household in the treasurer‘s accounts, and they undertook a wide range of 
activities related to horses. The evidence for Robert Galloway, the avener, 
attests to this. He paid for the shoeing of the king‘s horses and for footmen and 
boys to lead the king‘s great horse and his coursers.94 He paid for veterinary 
treatment for the horses, as in 1512 when he gave money to ‗Copburne, the hors 
merschele‘, to leech the king‘s horse and 1506 when he paid to have a French 
knight‘s horse‘s feet soaked in wine, presumably to treat an infection.95 He also 
paid for the purchase or repair of saddlery and other equipment, such as in 1512 
when he validated a bill for work done by William Dalglish the lorimer on 
mending the king‘s and queen‘s stable gear, or in May 1513 when he paid for a 
French saddle and a yellow horse-house for De La Motte, Frenchman.96 He also 
paid out bridlesilver to those bringing horses as gifts to the king, as in January 
1508 when he gave 14 shillings to Lord Hume‘s man.97 Another servant of the 
stable, Alexander Gordon, can be found performing a range of services 
connected to the king‘s horses. In November 1503 he laid down money for the 
shoeing of the king‘s horses; in April 1504 he paid for 6 horse-houses for the 
king‘s stable; in March 1507 he paid a man to let the blood of one of the king‘s 
horses; and in June 1504 he was paid for transporting one of the king‘s horses.98  
Gavin Baillie, also in the stable, was paid 20 marks for a horse to send to 
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France.99  Patrick Gildow, another servant, is found receiving stable gear, such 
as halters and girths.100 
We can see another form of service related to an office descriptor in the stables 
in the case of James Douglas, the sumpterman. Sumpterman is an office that 
only features in surviving comptroller‘s accounts from 1507 onwards.101 Douglas 
is referred to as sumpterman as early as 1503 in the treasurer‘s accounts, 
however. The term comes from sumpter, which can mean pack, saddle-bag or 
saddle-horse, or the driver of a pack-horse. There is evidence of James Douglas 
acting in this capacity. He was paid on several occasions to transport coffers, 
such as in December 1502 when he was paid for taking two pairs of coffers from 
Edinburgh Castle to Holyrood Abbey, and then on to Stirling.102 Similarly, but 
with more specific detail, he was paid for hiring a horse to go from Stirling to 
Edinburgh with a cupboard of glasses in August 1503.103 Douglas‘s long-term 
responsibility for sumpter, or ‗sowm‘, horses is suggested by a bulk payment in 
February 1504 for equipment bought for the ‗sowm‘ horses since the previous 
Martinmas.104 This evidence confirms that the servants of the stable took care of 
the king‘s horses and that they did so in a variety of ways. It also shows that the 
sumpterman, a more specialised role within the stable, was involved with 
logistics involving pack-horses, as his office suggests. 
There is also evidence for servants of the stable taking part in a much wider 
range of activities. Servants of the stable delivered messages and ran errands for 
the king. Robert Galloway rode errands on the king‘s behalf, as in June 1501 
when he was paid to go with the king‘s writings to the protonotary.105 Gavin 
Baillie also appears in this capacity on several occasions: travelling to the Earl of 
Bothwell on the king‘s errands, travelling to Annandale with the king‘s letters to 
the lairds there, and, along with John Terras of the stable, John Keir the 
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messenger and Garioch pursuivant, riding out with letters to diverse parts of the 
country to bring news of the archbishop of St Andrews‘s burial.106 As well as 
bringing news of the archbishop‘s burial along with Gavin Baillie, John Terras 
was also sent out, along with another, unnamed, yeoman, with summons to the 
day of truce in 1496.107 He was also used for a variety of other errands, the 
exact nature of which was often unspecified.108 When these errands can be 
identified, they included riding to fetch the king‘s doctor, Master William Baillie, 
for the queen in 1504, and delivering money to Spaniards in October 1497.109 He 
was also paid for running the king‘s gray horse in November 1503, though 
whether this was for the type of wagering that the king did on horses or for 
another reason is unclear.110 
There is a relative wealth of information about the stirrupman, which 
demonstrates a wide range of activities. In England the yeoman and grooms of 
the stirrup were servants who helped their master on to horseback.111 Such 
service is, unsurprisingly, not found in surviving treasurer‘s accounts. Many other 
activities undertaken by Andrew Doull, stirrupman, can be identified, however. 
Doull occasionally purchased or collected saddlery, as in 1497 when he was paid 
for carrying the king‘s saddle and other gear from Edinburgh to St Andrews in 
December 1497.112 He can also be found buying horses, and paying for their food 
and shoeing.113 Like other servants of the stable, Doull was used to run the king‘s 
errands. In 1498, for instance, he was sent from Perth over the Mounth with a 
confirmation of truce to be sealed.114 Doull is also on occasion found making 
miscellaneous deliveries or purchases for the king – carrying fruit trees from the 
Carse of Gowrie to Stirling in January 1503, or buying pieces of armour for the 
raid in Eskdale in August 1504.115 On one occasion Doull made a payment more 
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like those usually made by the master cook, when he laid down money to the 
‗wife‘ where the king drank in Linlithgow and in the Bar Wood in June 1507.116 
Much of his activity, however, was based around hawking, a traditional kingly 
past-time which James IV pursued with zeal. Indeed, in the account of the 
chamberlain of Fife in 1491, before we have evidence of his being paid an 
ordinary fee of household by the comptroller, Doull and John Man were 
designated as ‗falconariis‘.117 Doull was paid for food for the king‘s hawks for 18 
days in March 1501, suggesting that he was feeding them at that time, or at 
least paying for food for those that were feeding them. 118 He was also paid to 
stay behind the king to look after the hawks, as in August 1508 when he stayed 
behind in Stirling for that purpose.119 His caring for hawks extended to guarding 
them against thieves, as in July 1504 when he was paid to go to Angus to ‗hide 
his halk fra men that wald hef hir‘.120 Doull also bought hawks. In August 1505 he 
was given 2 French crowns, amounting to 28s, to buy a hawk, and in June 1508 
he was given the same amount to be sent to Angus for red hawks to send to 
France.121 There is also evidence that Doull presided over other servants who 
facilitated the king‘s pursuit of falconry in some kind of supervisory capacity. In 
August 1502 he was given money to buy hose and shoes for three ‗childer‘, or 
young servants, who bear hawks. In August 1503, Doull‘s two men, along with 
others, were paid to go to Linlithgow and stay with the hawks there.122 In 
September 1507, Doull was paid to have a poor falconer buried.123 He also gave 
money in September 1502 to a man who found a hawk of the king.124 As well as 
overseeing other falconers, Doull worked with a superior in his duties concerning 
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the king‘s hawks. In October 1504 Doull was paid to ride to Sir Alexander 
McCulloch, master falconer, for hawks that were to be had in England.125 
Thus, Doull undertook a range of activities, directly related to horses and 
otherwise, like the other servants of the stable. He also carried out the duties of 
a falconer whilst he was paid as a servant of the stable, providing an example of 
an individual holding an apparently unofficial role in the service of the king 
alongside an official one. As well as caring for the king‘s horses, then, the 
servants of the stable also carried out several other activities of the king, most 
prominently as auxiliary messengers and, in Doull‘s case, as a falconer. What 
their activities had in common was that they related to the outdoors element of 
royal life, whether to the horses that made the movements of the itinerant court 
possible, the messages that facilitated government and other activities, and 
hawking, one of the king‘s favourite pastimes. This suggests that service in the 
household was not governed by strictly defined roles, but rather by the broad 
area of the household in which an individual served. 
This is further demonstrated by the career of James Doig. James Doig was 
heavily involved with activities relating to the wardrobe throughout most of the 
reign, but his connection to the wardrobe was not as clear as his activities would 
suggest. Doig‘s connection to the wardrobe, though in this case apparently the 
queen‘s wardrobe, was immortalised in William Dunbar‘s poems ‗The 
wardraipper of Wenus boure‘ and ‗O gracious princes guid and fair‘.126 However, 
there is no indication of Doig being paid a fee by the comptroller as an officer of 
the wardrobe until 1508.127 He was, before then, a servant in the kitchen, an 
usher in the hall and a servant in the chamber.128 In the years before 1495, for at 
least part of which he was designated as a servant in the kitchen, Doig can be 
found carrying out many of the same tasks as he did while holding different 
posts in the household later in his career, such as receiving cloth and clothing 
for the king, buying clothing and, on one occasion, hanging tapestries and 
preparing the king‘s chamber in preparation for the visit of the chancellor of 
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Denmark in 1494.129 It is possible that James Doig carried out these tasks in 
addition to tasks in the kitchen that we cannot see in the sources, but it might 
also be that some offices at court were so non-specific that their holders could 
be called to undertake any general task regardless of any apparent connection 
with the office they held. From the mid-1490s Doig was usher of the hall, and by 
1503 he was designated as a servant in the king‘s chamber. As the 1503 
comptroller‘s account is the only one to survive between 1499 and 1507, it is 
difficult to say at what point he went from being an usher of the hall to a 
servant in the chamber, and at what point he moved from the chamber to the 
wardrobe. Throughout this period, Doig is found receiving deliveries of cloth or 
clothing for the king on a regular basis, and buying shoes, clothing and other 
items, such as footballs, bowstrings or beds for the king.130 Doig was also paid, 
as explicitly stated in a payment from 1496, for arranging the transport of the 
‗Kingis wardrop‘ and items connected with it, such as the king‘s pavilions and 
furnishings such as hangings and beds.131  
The preparation of the king‘s chambers was evidently a regular duty of Doig‘s, as 
there are various payments to him to ‗graith‘ – furnish – the king‘s chambers.132 
Doig hung tapestries and bought straw for the king‘s floors and beds and hooks 
and cords for hangings.133 The scale that such activities could reach is suggested 
by a payment made by Doig at the time of the wedding of James IV and Margaret 
Tudor in 1503. In September of that year he was paid for the conveyance of 
beds, cloth and hangings from Edinburgh Castle to Holyrood Abbey and Palace, 
and paid for straw for beds and for the floors of the abbey at the time of the 
wedding, and for transporting pavilions from Coldingham to Leith.134 One 
payment also points to a duty that, if Dunbar‘s clues about Doig‘s duties are 
representative, was a much bigger part of service in the wardrobe than the 
treasurer‘s accounts suggest. In November 1502, a payment was made for seven 
and a half ells of ‗quhit carsay to be sokkis to the King, and the remanent 
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deliverit to Jame Dog‘.135 This suggests a store of cloth, a physical wardrobe, 
which James Doig watched over, as William Dunbar suggested in his poems about 
Doig.136 At any rate, it is in the period before he was paid an annual fee in the 
wardrobe that most of the evidence for Doig‘s wardrobe-related activity can be 
found. There is little evidence for his activities in 1508-10, the years for which 
we know he was paid a fee in the wardrobe, although from 1511 he appears to 
be fulfilling his duties as a servant of the queen‘s wardrobe.137 
Doig, then, undertook a range of duties over a period when he held at least four 
different offices in the household. His duties in these offices are not clearly 
distinguishable, and much of the evidence shows that he took part in similar 
activities across these spells in different offices. It is possible that some of these 
activities were simply general duties that Doig that undertook as a servant of the 
household, though there are some indications, such as when he provided 
furnishings for the king‘s chamber when he was a servant in the chamber, that 
they relate to the office he was paid a fee for at that time. An extra payment in 
the comptroller‘s account of 1499, however, demonstrates that some of Doig‘s 
activities in the period before he was designated as a servant of the wardrobe 
were considered additional work for which he was given an extra payment. So 
we find a payment of £4 10s ‗in wages of the servant James Doig in the wardrobe 
not entered in the books of the household‘, while he was paid his fee as an usher 
of the hall.138 This suggests that his work relating to the wardrobe was seen not 
just as part of a servant‘s general duties, but as something separate from his 
duties as usher of the hall. 
The overall picture is patchy and unclear, but it seems that, over the course of 
his career, whatever other duties he carried out, Doig was involved with the 
king‘s clothes and furnishings, sometimes informally, sometimes with ad-hoc 
recognition, as in the case of the payment of wages for work in the wardrobe in 
1499, and eventually with full formal recognition as a servant of the wardrobe, 
before becoming a servant of the queen‘s wardrobe. However, the descriptive 
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evidence suggests that, despite his connections at points in the kitchen and the 
hall, Doig‘s service was based in the area of the king‘s chamber throughout, with 
a specific connection to the activities of the wardrobe. Doig may have been 
carrying out activities related to his offices in the hall and kitchen which are 
invisible in the sources, but he was certainly carrying out a range of tasks in the 
chamber. Doig‘s case demonstrates that an officer of the household‘s duties 
could not only be diverse within one area of service, like those of the stable, but 
could be carried out in an area of the household separate from the one in which 
he held office. The duties of household servants were, therefore, not always 
rigidly defined, but neither were attempts at definition entirely superficial.139 
Conclusion 
Though the evidence for the attendance of members of the household provided 
by the treasurer‘s accounts is patchy and inconclusive, evidence for the 
participation of the council, as listed on the bill of household, in the business of 
government suggests that the bill was not a theoretical outline of the household 
but was, in fact, broadly a representation of those who really did attend the 
court. However, the regularity and nature of their attendance at court was not 
uniform. The household at court was closest to reflecting the bill at seasonal 
celebrations such as Yule or one-off occasions such as the wedding of James IV 
and Margaret Tudor, or the campaign that led to the battle of Flodden. Even in 
its more ordinary, reduced form, the court saw the constant comings and goings 
of household servants to facilitate the itinerant life of the king. There is very 
little prescriptive documentation setting out the duties of household servants, 
but a study of the descriptive evidence, largely from financial records, shows 
them undertaking both expected and unexpected tasks in the service of the 
king. Some of the more well-documented servants of the household paint a 
picture of varied activity, showing the generalist nature of much domestic 
service of the king. Such service can, however, usually be linked to a broad area 
of the household, so that, even if we cannot identify the precise duties of most 
offices, we can see that the sub-divisions of the household were not arbitrary. 
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However, as the case of James Doig showed, the area in which an officer of the 
household served was not necessarily always the one in which he held office. 
The structure provided by the household, then, was firmly rooted in the reality 
of attendance and service at court by those whom it governed. That structure, 
however, accommodated a wide range of varying degrees of attendance at 
court, and provided only a loose framework for the actual activities of 
individuals serving the king. 
 
116 
 
Chapter 4 - Lives at Court 
An examination of the wider lives of household members allows us to move 
beyond the structure of the household and the services provided by those within 
it to consider more broadly the ways in which these individuals navigated the 
world of the court. Referring to the court of Henry VII, Steven Gunn wrote that 
there is a tendency to view the court as a place where the king went to great 
expense to impress his own subjects and the other rulers of Europe, with the 
help of poets, painters and orchestrators of pageantry to the exclusion of the 
courtiers who were at the centre of attention for contemporaries.1 Likewise, to 
illuminate the lives of individuals in James IV‘s household it is important to 
consider them not just as officers and subjects who attended court to serve and 
glorify the king, but as individuals whose lives at court had multiple dimensions. 
In this way, we can see them not just as cogs in a machine that conducted royal 
government and facilitated the daily life of the king. There is insufficient 
surviving evidence available to provide detailed and rounded accounts of the 
lives of individuals in James IV‘s household. However, several factors that guided 
the lives of individuals in the household can be identified.  One way of 
emphasising the individuals behind the offices and titles of the household is to 
look at the turnover of household personnel, how individuals came to serve 
within the household of James IV and how they left it. Another is to consider 
family and other connections within the household, and the ways in which a 
member of the household could help his connections outside of it. Also, looking 
beyond those allowances that constituted membership of the household - the 
bouche of court governed by the bill of household defining the household in its 
broadest sense, and the fees paid by the comptroller in its narrower sense – 
reveals a broader range of rewards, perks and opportunities available to 
members of the household in the courtly setting. Membership of the household 
also entailed participation in entertainments such as dancing and jousting, which 
promoted social interaction within the household. Lastly, this perspective brings 
in broader aspects of the relationship of members of the household to the king, 
relationships which might see the king visit the house of members of his 
household, receive gifts from them, or gamble with them on a variety of games 
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and wagers. The court was at the centre of a network of influence and 
sociability, and access to this, as much if not more than direct material rewards, 
was what membership of the household conferred. 2 
The Composition of the Household 
Studying the overall composition of the household reveals patterns of household 
membership that structured the lives of individuals within it. There was clearly a 
variety of criteria by which someone might become a member of the royal 
household, many of which are invisible in surviving sources. It is, however, 
possible to speculate upon some of the central criteria and how they varied 
between different groups with the wider definition of the household. The 
secular and ecclesiastical magnates of the lords temporal and spiritual must 
have owed their formal position as part of the household, in theory at least, to 
their role as the king‘s natural counsellors. The men holding the key offices in 
the administration of the realm were likely to have been appointed either due to 
political favour or administrative competence, or, in some cases, the holding of 
a hereditary office. Lower down in the hierarchy of the household, it appears 
that individuals could hold office based on a variety of criteria, such as political 
favour, personal favour or competence. However, in most cases the reason for 
someone‘s appointment either is not recorded or is hard to discern amidst 
formulaic language. Excellent work has been done by Norman Macdougall and 
others to discern the lines along which Scottish elite politics in this period were 
drawn, and thus provide logic for the directions in which power and patronage, 
including household office and membership, flowed.3 However, the purpose here 
is not to study that logic in detail for each member of the household. Rather, it 
is to study the broader patterns of household composition, looking at periods of 
sweeping change in the make-up of the household as well as ways of entering 
and leaving the household and ways in which people could change position 
within the household. What this reveals is that the composition of the household 
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was to some degree constrained by formal structures and rules, but that there 
was also a variety of factors outside of these that could produce change in its 
composition. Some aspects of the composition of the household are well-known. 
Studies of Scottish politics and administration have furnished plentiful 
information on the king‘s ‗daily council‘ and other members of the elite involved 
in royal government, including the holders of important administrative offices 
such as comptroller, treasurer, keeper of the Privy Seal and secretary and 
hereditary offices such as master of the household and chamberlain.4 Here, 
therefore, the focus will be on those below this top level of household 
membership.5 
The first stage in looking at the composition of the household is to look at its 
beginning. The household of James IV as king was brought into being after the 
death of his father James III at the battle of Sauchieburn in June 1488, when a 
force loyal to him met rebels under the figurehead of the teenage prince James, 
who became James IV. Norman Macdougall and others have traced the presence 
of competing interests within James IV‘s government in the early years of the 
reign. Broadly, the story is of a government dominated by border interests, such 
as the Hume and Hepburn families, which had been at the centre of the 
rebellion against James III, giving way to a more representative government that 
brought in members of the old regime. Despite the civil wars and the years of 
conflict that followed, the transition at the centre of government was relatively 
smooth.6 In discussing the actions of the victors immediately after Sauchieburn, 
Norman Macdougall noted that as part of their efforts to consolidate power, ‗the 
principal offices of state and household had to be divided amongst the rebel 
leaders and their sympathisers‘.7 The most significant element of this process 
was the plantation of members of the Hepburn and Hume families into 
prominent offices. This saw William Hepburn become Clerk Register the day 
after Sauchieburn, John Hepburn, prior of St Andrews, become keeper of the 
Privy Seal, Patrick Hepburn, soon raised into Earl of Bothwell, become Master of 
the Household,  and Alexander Hume become Chamberlain. Further down the 
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scale, Adam Hepburn of Ogstoun, the Earl of Bothwell‘s brother, became master 
of the King‘s stable, John Hepburn of Rollandston became steward of the king, 
and Patrick Hepburn became master of the wine cellar and larder.8 
However, there were factors beyond high politics at play in the composition of 
the new king‘s household. The recruitment of individuals who had served in the 
household of James when he was prince and in the households of James III and 
Margaret of Denmark points towards the importance of favour and familiarity 
with the monarch and the value of experience of household service. A Caldwell 
served in the chamber of Margaret of Denmark, and this is likely to have been 
the David Caldwell who served in James IV‘s chamber in 1491.9 Likewise Thom 
Pate, who served in James IV‘s chamber for at least the period 1491-8, was also 
a servant in Margaret‘s chamber.10 Such a transition from the queen‘s service to 
the new king‘s, and in a position of intimacy in the chamber, is hardly surprising 
when we consider the apparent esteem in which James IV held his mother.11  It 
is quite conceivable that James IV knew and had been served by these men 
himself due to his physical proximity to the queen in his youth – we know both of 
these men were serving in the queen‘s chamber in 1473, when the future James 
IV was born. 
There are also examples of men who served James in the same capacity on 
either side of his coronation. James Reddoch, who was steward of the household 
to James IV, receiving an ordinary fee in accounts from 1495 to 1503, had also 
been steward to James‘s household as prince.12 There are several examples of 
individuals in the household in the early years of James IV‘s reign who also 
served in the same capacity or in a different office in the latter years of James 
III‘s.  William Cockburn was pantler to James III before he became James IV‘s 
pantler, and William Lord Borthwick, abbreviator of accounts under James IV, 
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was master of the household in 1485 under James III.13 Also, Thom Stewart of 
Minto, paid an ordinary fee of household as a marshal in 1491, was a marshal of 
James III, and in 1488 he was even paid a fee for service as a marshal that 
covered a period including the end of James III‘s reign.14 These are only 
examples of individuals serving in the same capacity as they served in previous 
households in the new king‘s household. It is likely that many more servants in 
James IV‘s household had previously served in another royal household in some 
capacity. Greater survival of the treasurer‘s accounts prior to James IV‘s reign 
would probably have furnished further examples. Norman Macdougall has shown 
that one of the achievements of James IV was to bring members of his father‘s 
government such as William Elphinstone quickly back into government after the 
tumult of the early period of the reign, thus offering a considerable degree of 
continuity with the previous reign that has informed historical understanding of 
other subjects.15 Even if they did not move into the exact same position, it is 
quite possible that the same logic applied to appointing servants lower down in 
the hierarchy of the royal household to make use of their unique experience. 
Of the 73 named individuals who appear in the list of payments to household 
servants in the 1491-2 comptroller‘s account, and who were still in place by the 
end of the period of that account, 37 do not appear in the same lists in the 
comptroller‘s account for 1495-6. By contrast, of the 79 named individuals paid 
fees in the main list of fees in the comptroller‘s account of 1495-6 only 12 or 13 
are not also paid fees amongst the 85 named individuals on the account of 1498-
1500. 16 19 of the 85 from that account were not paid amongst the 80 named on 
the account of 1503. Of those, 34 do not appear amongst the 71 named 
individuals in the account of 1507-8. By point of comparison, 14 from that 
account do not appear amongst the 74 named on the 1510 account. The true 
rate of change is impossible to determine, because we only have lists of ordinary 
fees for fewer than half the years of the reign, because those fees were only 
paid to one part of the household, and because the lists of those fees omit 
                                         
13  ER, IX, p. 466. 
14  ER, X, p. 30; ER IX, p. 381; He was also described as a familiar squire of James III - RMS, II, 
nos. 1264, 1265. 
15  Macdougall, James IV, p. 68. 
16  Alexander Brewster and Andrew Brewster are possibly the same person, which would make it 
12. 
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elements of that part of the household. What evidence there is suggests 
constant small changes within the household, with subtly fluctuating levels of 
change. The rate of change from 1492-5 represents the clearest moment of 
significant change, whereas the apparently unusually high rate between the 
account of 1503 and the account covering the period beginning in 1507 may be 
explained by the longer gap between these accounts than between other 
accounts.17 
The major shift in household personnel that can be identified between 1492 and 
1495 coincides with the period during which James IV began to take personal 
control of the government of the realm.18 The timing of the shift strongly 
suggests that it was connected to the king attaining his majority, and this is 
reinforced by the disappearance from the household of individuals from two of 
the families that had been central to the minority government. John Hume, 
Patrick Hume of Fastcastle, one or two individuals named Patrick Hepburn and 
John Hepburn had all dropped out of the lists of ordinary fees by 1495. The 
Humes and Hepburns did not disappear from the household altogether, though. 
Adam Hepburn remained, Alexander, master of Hume appeared as cupbearer in 
1495, and Patrick Hume of Fastcastle returned in 1503.19 Also, the Hepburn and 
Hume families remained politically important and held prestigious positions 
within the wider household – Alexander Lord Hume was chamberlain and Patrick 
Hepburn Earl of Bothwell was admiral. Nonetheless, the evidence suggests that 
some lesser men connected to the ruling party of the minority lost their 
positions because the king undertook a reorganisation of the household when he 
attained his majority. 20 This may have had an effect further down the household 
hierarchy. A payment from after this period appears to provide an example of an 
individual who was a subordinate to Patrick Hume of Fastcastle finding his way 
into household service. In June 1497 a man named Stephen Nesbit, ‗Patrik 
                                         
17  ER, X, pp. 371-9; ‗Accounts of Sir Duncan Forestar‘, pp.  57-81; ER, XI, pp. 250-60; ER, XII, 
pp. 175-86; ER, XIII, pp. 115-24, 249-60; Murray, ‗Exchequer and Crown Revenue, appendix 
pp. 75-80. 
18  Macdougall, James IV, pp. 107, 113, 119. 
19  ER, X, pp. 376-7; ER, XII, p. 182; ‗Accounts of Sir Duncan Forestar‘, p. 66-7; Macdougall 
considered the two posts to have been held by the same man rather than two men of the 
same name - Macdougall, James IV, p. 54. 
20  NAS E34/1. 
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Homes man‘, was paid for bringing news of the battle of Duns to the king.21 The 
comptroller‘s account covering the period starting in 1498 shows a Stephen 
Nesbit in office as keeper of the pewter vessels.22 This appears to show a man 
moving from the service of a laird with court connections to the service of the 
king in the royal household. Though this suggests the continuing influence of the 
Humes, it is also possible that this type of connection accounts for some of the 
changes between 1492 and 1495, as men who had entered the household through 
connections to the powerful families of the minority were replaced when the 
king took personal control.23 
The suggestion that the household as reflected by the list in the comptroller‘s 
account of 1495 is more representative of the king‘s personal input is also 
suggested by the reappearance of individuals in 1495 in posts that they had also 
held in the very early period of the reign. The clearest example of this is the 
reappointment of Peter Crichton as Master of the Wardrobe.  Crichton had been 
master of the wardrobe in 1488 but by 1489 he had been replaced by John 
Hume. Crichton, however, reappeared in 1495. Likewise, James Reddoch was 
steward of the household in 1488 and again in 1495 but had been replaced by 
Archibald Calderwood for a period between these two dates including the 
comptroller‘s account of 1491-2.24 Especially given that Reddoch had been 
steward to James as prince, this suggests that at the very beginning of the reign 
the new king‘s household consisted of servants who were already in place, in this 
case, and probably in most others, because the servant was already in the 
prince‘s service, though it is quite possible that servants for this first household 
of the king‘s reign also simply carried over the position they had held in his 
father‘s reign. That such servants were replaced suggests a reorganisation of the 
household as the faction that brought the king to the throne sought to 
consolidate their position – a reorganisation that included the plantation of 
members of families within this faction into the household. When the king took 
personal control of government he also appears to have effected a 
reorganisation of the household sometime before 1495. That this was the king‘s 
                                         
21  TA, I, p. 341. 
22  ‗Accounts of Sir Duncan Forestar‘, p. 66; ER, X, p. 257. 
23  Amy Juhala also detected changes in household personnel as a result of broader poltical 
change in the household of James VI – ‗Household and Court‘, p. 44. 
24  ER, X, pp. 3, 5, 377. 
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personal initiative is suggested by the return of servants who had served him in 
the very early part of the reign when an ad-hoc household was put together, a 
household that would have included those with a longstanding connection to the 
king through service in his household as prince or in the queen‘s household when 
he was a child. 
Much of the change in personnel between 1503 and 1507, though it does not 
greatly outstrip the average yearly rate of change in other periods of the reign, 
can be accounted for by the transfer of servants of the king to the queen‘s 
household. Many of those no longer paid as part of the king‘s household had 
moved into the queen‘s household in this period. A list of fees paid to servants in 
the queen‘s household is included in an account of her great purveyor for 1507-
8, and there is also a copy of such a list from 1509-10.25 The first of these 
includes the names of 12 servants, out of 35 or 36 who were in office and paid a 
fee at the end of the account, who had also served in the king‘s household. 
Sometimes this accounts for the disappearance of these men from the list of the 
king‘s household, indicating that they gave up their post in the king‘s household 
for a place in the queen‘s, as was the case with William Sinclair, who was usher 
of the king‘s outer chamber up until at least 1503 and usher of the queen‘s outer 
chamber from at least 1507. On the other hand, some officers who were paid 
fees in the queen‘s household retained their office in the king‘s. James 
Edmonston, for example, was paid a fee as the king‘s keeper of the silver vessels 
as well as the queen‘s in 1507-8 and 1509-10.26 Whereas the reorganisations 
between 1488 and 1491 and between 1492 and 1495 appear to have been 
primarily a knock-on effect of the establishment of a minority government and 
then the movement from minority government to the king‘s personal rule, the 
reorganisation between 1503 and 1507 reflects a growth in the number of 
opportunities available for household servants. Some of these opportunities were 
in the queen‘s household, and when men left their post in the king‘s household 
to take up posts in the queen‘s, this opened up positions for others to enter 
household service. 
                                         
25  ER, XIII, pp. 126-7; ‗Exchequer and Crown Revenue‘, appendix pp. 78-80. 
26  ER, XIII, pp. 119, 126; ‗Exchequer and Crown Revenue‘, appendix pp. 76, 79. 
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Nonetheless, the yearly rate of change in the composition of that part of the 
household represented by the ordinary fees of household paid by the comptroller 
was fairly low for most of the reign. As records, primarily from James V‘s reign, 
show, when some members of the household were appointed to office, it was 
often, at least on paper, for life. For example, a letter making George Inglis 
porter of the king‘s gate in September 1524 stipulated that the post would be 
‗for all the dais of his lif‘, as did a letter of October in the same year to Thomas 
Hamilton making him yeoman in the king‘s spicehouse.27 Indeed, for some, 
membership of the king‘s household only ended with death. As we have already 
seen, many men connected with the household died at Flodden, but many died 
in less violent circumstances before then. The deaths of members of the 
household can be detected through entries in the exchequer rolls and 
comptroller‘s accounts often refer to individuals being deceased with the Latin 
word ‗quondam‘, thus showing that often, when individuals stopped receiving 
fees from the comptroller, it was not because they had left their post but 
because they had died. John Terras of the stable, for instance, was paid in 
surviving comptroller‘s accounts covering the years from 1495 to 1503, but an 
entry in the chamberlain of Fife‘s account at the exchequer in 1505 shows that 
by then he had died, with July 1504 the date of the last record of his activities 
in the treasurer‘s accounts.28 John or Jock Wallace, deputy keeper of the silver 
vessels, received an ordinary fee of household in surviving comptroller‘s 
accounts covering 1491 to 1508, but the 1508 account payment included the 
word ‗quondam‘.  Wallace‘s death is further confirmed by a piece of evidence 
that is an example of another type of evidence for determining when a member 
of the household has died. In June 1508 16s was paid by the treasurer ‗for Jok 
Wallas tyrment‘, or burial.29 In 1494 a considerably larger sum, £9 10s, was paid 
for the burial of George Douglas of the wine cellar.30 Such a discrepancy 
reflected the gulf between the ordinary fees of household of these two men, 
with Wallace receiving 4s a year and Douglas £4.31 When a member of the 
household died he would need to be replaced, and sometimes surviving records 
                                         
27  RSS, I, nos. 3270, 3301. 
28  ER, XII, p. 280; TA, II, p. 445. 
29  TA, IV, p. 126. 
30  TA, I, p. 238. 
31  ER, X, pp. 377, 378. 
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show the moment of transition. The account of the custumar of Haddington 
submitted to at the exchequer in 1494, for instance, includes a payment to 
‗quondam Johanni Napar, janitori, de termino Sancti Martini, et Willelmo 
Balfour superstiti, eciam janitori, de termino Penthecostes‘.32 
Family and Connections 
Bonds of kinship were important in James IV‘s Scotland, but they did not exist in 
isolation, and interacted with other forms of organisation and association.33 Such 
were manifested in many ways within the royal household. As we have seen, 
political upheaval at the top level could bring the members of a successful 
family into power and privilege, including positions in the household. However, 
there were also many less sweeping and conspicuous ways in which bonds of 
kinship overlapped with the organisational structure of the household. These 
often relate to the close-kin relationships which Jenny Wormald has shown were 
usually of more real relevance than the large kin groups that were invoked in 
legal documents. 34 Firstly, some offices in the household were hereditary, or de 
facto hereditary. Many of the highest offices within the household had long been 
hereditary, but a letter to Alexander Cockburn son of William Cockburn of 
Langton, described in the vernacular copy of the 1510 comptroller‘s account as 
‗ane uthir maister ischear‘, shows the apparent creation of a hereditary office. 
35 The letter is addressed to the king‘s familiar Alexander Cockburn, son and 
heir-apparent of William Cockburn of Langton, knight, the chief usher of the 
king‘s chamber.36 
However, William Cockburn‘s office is not invoked simply to highlight 
Alexander‘s familial connection to the court – the grant, as well as conferring 
lands, confers the office on to Alexander Cockburn. After granting him the lands 
and barony of Langton in the sheriffdom of Berwick and the lands and barony of 
                                         
32  ER, X, p. 455. 
33  Jenny Wormald, for instance, writing of the practice of bloodfeud, described how ‗a kind of 
justice originally associated, or apparently associated, wholly with the kin became integrated 
into the much more complex justice offered by kings, lords and lawyers‘ – Wormald, 
‗Bloodfeud, Kindred and Government‘, p. 96. 
34  Wormald, ‗Bloodfeud, Kindred and Government‘, p. 70. 
35  Murray, ‗Exchequer and Crown Revenue‘, appendix p. 76. 
36  ‗camere sue hostiarii principalis‘ - RMS, II, no.  3422 
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Carridden in the sheriffdom of Linlithgow, the letter adds that Cockburn was to 
receive ‗the office of chief usher of the king, held from the king, and also, for 
serving daily in the household of the king, a fee for himself and two squires and 
two captains with their horses and servants for the safe-keeping of them‘.37 As 
well as inheriting lands, then, Alexander Cockburn inherited his father‘s 
household office, and this was not just an empty title as the stipulation for the 
Langton‘s right, and that of his servants, to the king‘s hospitality makes clear. 38 
Moreover, these lands were tied to the office: after the letter states that 
Langton will be incorporated into a free barony, it adds that the office is to be 
united with, and derived from, the barony.39 In this case patronage and office 
became intertwined to create a new hereditary office and office-holding flowed 
from patronage rather than patronage from office-holding.40 
There is also evidence that offices far lower down the household hierarchy could 
take on a de facto hereditary character.41 A letter under the Privy Seal from 
James V‘s reign, in 1524, made James Doig junior into a yeoman of the king‘s 
wardrobe, in which his father had served in James IV‘s reign.42 John Stewart of 
Minto was marshal from at least as early as 1498, whereas his father had been 
marshal in 1492.43 Likewise, by the end of the reign, William Edmonston of 
Duntreath held the office of butler that had been held by his father, Archibald, 
                                         
37  ‗officio principalis hostiarii regis, capiendo de rege ac domicilii regii servitoribus liberationem 
quotidie pro ipso cum duobus armigeris et duobus architenentibus cum eorum equis et 
servitoribus pro custodia earundem‘. 
38  A descendant of William Cockburn of Langtoun also held this office in the reign of Charles I, 
pointing to a long-standing hereditary connection: RMS, IX, no.  1736; Sir James Balfour Paul 
(ed.), The Scots Peerage, IV (Edinburgh: David Douglas, 1907), p. 246. 
39  ‗univit dictum officium ut esset dependentia dicte baronie‘. 
40  Matthew Hammond has traced some of the history of the office of royal ‗Hostiarii‘ in the 
thirteenth century. He noted that while the office of chief usher had been hereditary, 
evidence ―may suggest that the idea of an honorific, heritable ‗chief usher‘ was becoming 
outdated in the second half of the thirteenth century‖. It appears, therefore, that James IV‘s 
reign saw the creation of a new, heritable office of chief usher, alongside another chief 
usher, after a gap of more than 200 years: Matthew Hammond, ‗Hostiarii Regis Scotie: The 
Durward family in the thirteenth century‘ in Steve Boardman and Alasdair Ross (eds.), The 
Exercise of Power in Medieval Scotland, c. 1200-1500 (Dublin: Four Courts, 2003), p. 23. 
41  Rita Costa Gomes also made a distinction between offices which were well known as being 
hereditary amongst contemporaries and ‗the informal reproduction court society‘, through 
which similar duties were carried out by the same family, and which sixteenth and 
seventeenth century genealogical literature represented as a recognised hereditary right held 
by the family – Rita Costa Gomes, Making of a Court Society, p.257. 
42  RSS, I, no. 3294. 
43  ER, X, p. 376; ER, XI, p. 255. 
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earlier in the reign. None of these cases show direct, contiguous inheritance. 
The lists of ordinary fees suggest John Stewart became a marshal in 1498, 
several years after his father ceased to be a marshal.44 James Doig does not 
appear to have inherited from his father who was apparently still serving in the 
queen‘s wardrobe in 1527, but rather to have moved into the same area as 
him.45 William Edmonston only became butler in 1508 after Patrick Hume of 
Fastcastle had held it for five years after Archibald Edmonston‘s death in 1503.46 
A letter transferring the office of maser from Patrick Maxton to his son Oliver 
Maxton shows how a member of the household with offices for life could leave 
the office during life and ensure that it was passed on his son. It noted that 
because Patrick ‗is now of grete aige, febill and waik in his person and vexit with 
infirmite and seiknes, sa that he may nocht indure travel to do service in the 
said office of masership without danger of his lif, hes renuncit and gevin our his 
said office in favour of our lovit Oliver Maxtoun sone to the said Patrik, quhilk 
Oliver is ane able person to do service thairin‘.47 Therefore, whether an office 
was technically hereditary or not, in practice many families managed to retain 
control of household offices across generations. 
Household servants also served concurrently with other members of their family. 
A glance at the lists of ordinary fees of household in the comptroller‘s accounts 
and the bill of household reveals a number of surnames shared by more than one 
individual. These cannot all be presumed to indicate family connections, but 
there are a number of connections that can be firmly established. Sometimes 
the relationship is highlighted in the recording of names. For instance, a father-
and-son relationship between James Jaklin the barber and another James Jaklin 
valet in the king‘s chamber is suggested by the former being referred to as 
‗eldar‘ and the latter as ‗juniori‘.48 Jaklin junior appears in ordinary lists of fees 
from 1498, whereas his father was paid a fee in the first surviving comptroller‘s 
account of James IV‘s reign covering 1491-2.49 The appearance of Jaklin junior 
as a servant of the king‘s chamber, the same area of the household that Jaklin 
                                         
44  ER, XI, pp. 246, 255. 
45  TA, V, p. 314. 
46  ER, XII, pp. 145, 182, 184. 
47  RSS, I, no. 3319. 
48  ER, XII, p. 183; TA, III, p. 391. 
49  ER, X, p. 379; ER, XI, p. 246. 
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senior served in as barber, suggests the influence of the father in bringing his 
son into household service. Such patterns were not uncommon in princely 
households. Georges Chastellain highlighted how Jean Coustain found his way 
into the chamber service of Philip the Good, duke of Burgundy, through his uncle 
Ymbert Coustain, who also served in the chamber, and took over from Ymbert 
when he died.50 There is also evidence of relations of named members of the 
household appearing as unnamed subordinates in the exercise of household 
service, or providing additional services. The wife of John Steel, the tailor, for 
instance, was paid for weaving fringes for a bed at the time of James IV‘s 
wedding in 1503.51 James Jaklin was assisted in his duties looking after the king‘s 
birds, as indicated by a payment in 1505 through the treasurer for clothing for 
his two daughters ‗for birdis keping‘.52 In a more general sense, John Knox‘s wife 
provided assistance to the king when she was paid for ‗keping, walking and 
expens of Curry liand seik‘ in June 1506. Curry was one of the king‘s fools.53 
Connections, amongst which kin ties were the most important, could also be 
manifested in the use of household members to seek advantage in the pursuit of 
patronage. Trevor Chalmers wrote: ‗Everything we know of late medieval 
Scottish government suggests a considerable informality and flexibility of 
practice, and it is likely that most of the consultation required for the day-to-
day administration of patronage was performed by completely informal and, to 
modern minds, casual means – the word in the ear, the off-hand enquiry‘.54 The 
lords of council were apparently responding to abuses of such channels in an act 
of 18 November 1525: 
                                         
50  ‗Jean Coustain was…brought up in service while he was young in the ducal chambers under his 
uncle Ymbert Coustain[…]Ymbert had taught him to the best of his ability everything that had 
to be done in the duke‘s chamber. Jean applied himself diligently and followed in his uncle‘s 
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and was enriched by his predecessor‘s legacy.‘ – Georges Chastellain, translated in Brown and 
Small, Court and Civic Society, p. 119. 
51  TA, II, p. 215. 
52  TA, III, p. 100. 
53  TA, III, p. 197. 
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The lordis ordanis that forsamekle as it was divisit and concludit be 
thame of befor that na officis, giftis nor uthir dispotitiouns of our 
soverane lordis suld be disponit bot be avis of all the lordis of the 
secrete counsale being togiddir, nevertheles thar is divers personis 
that be privat wais solicitis certane of the saidis lordis of the secrete 
consell to grant and subscrive thame lettres apoun privat giftis and 
officis, quharfor it is now divisit and ordanit be the saidis lordis for 
eschewing of sic thingis in tyme cuming that na sic dispositioune nor 
wryting tharapoun be grantit, gevin nor subscrivit in tyme tocum bot 
be avis of all the lordis of the secrete counsale convenit and gadderit 
togiddir and ryplie being avisit tharapoun of befor, sa that the samyn 
salbe thocht expedient for the gud of our soverane lord and public wel 
of his realm and na uthir wais to be disponit, as efferis.55 
As this act shows, the household as defined in the broad sense, encompassing 
the ‗daily council‘ and the lords temporal and spiritual, were at the centre of 
the formal procedures for distribution of patronage, and therefore must also 
have been at the centre of informal procedures relating to patronage. However, 
there is a body of evidence for at least one way in which those in the household 
less closely connected to the formal levers of power could use their position to 
help others. This evidence takes the form of notes that fees have been waived 
for the issuing of formal documents, and appears to be a residue of the 
operation of informal networks. 
Trevor Chalmers wrote of the Register of the Privy Seal that ‗one of its main 
functions was as a ‗responde book‘, that is, a record of sums of money for which 
the privy seal clerks were answerable to their principal. It gives an account of 
the office-fees exigible on delivery of each letter, and an indication whether 
these fees were paid, or, if waived, by whose authority or favour they were 
remitted‘.56 When the word gratis next to a letter in the register, it indicates 
that a fee has been waived. Often the word appears alone, with no further 
explanation. For instance, in 1499 a letter of gift was made to William Denniston 
‗of the kingis bred hous‘ of Christ‘s Well beside ‗Innerkip‘, vacant through the 
death of its previous holder, and ‗Gratis‘ is written at the end of it.57 Many 
similar cases of such letters to members of the household can be found, 
                                         
55  Robert Kerr Hannay (ed.), Acts of the Lords of Council in Public Affairs, 1501-1554 
(Edinburgh: HMSO, 1932), p. 229. There is other evidence of reform within the court at this 
time, suggesting a considerable degree of disruption had occurred in the turbulent years of 
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including other cases like this, in which the household office of the individual is 
given. While it is possible, and even likely in many cases, that there was some 
connection between membership of the household and having fees waived, it is 
not usually possible to draw a direct connection.  Out of 129 documents dated 
from 2 January to 18 December in the Register of the Privy Seal, 67 have gratis 
written beside them.58 In many cases some connection to the household can be 
established, but in other cases the beneficiary has no obvious connection. In 
most cases there must have been several factors in determining whether an 
individual did or did not have his or her fee waived. However, occasionally the 
reason for the fee being waived was explicitly stated.59 The fee for a letter of 
legitimation to James Lamb, servant in the pantry, in 1511 was waived ‗because 
he is the king‘s familiar‘.60 This proves that membership of the household could 
be given as a reason for the waiving of a fee. 61  
That this is the only letter in the register that explicitly states that its fee was 
waived because the beneficiary was a member of the household should not be 
taken as an indication that this only happened rarely. Though only a very small 
number of letters in the register explicitly stated why their fees had been 
waived, others had the Latin word gratis in the margin, suggesting that it was 
through the influence of the named individual that the fee had been waived. A 
letter of 1507 is explicit about the agency of one such named individual. A grant 
of the chaplainry of St Fillan near Doune castle to Walter Stewart had its fee 
waived through the solicitation of lord Avondale, the master usher.62 Such 
provision of names can reveal further instances when the intercession of a 
member of the household appears to have been an important factor in the 
waiving of a fee, as well as information about the people connected to members 
of the household and how they benefited from that connection. Another letter 
that names James Lamb provides an example. A letter dated to May 1506 gifting 
John Lamb the chaplainry in Edinburgh castle upon the death of John Rind 
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60  ‗quia est familiaris Regis‘. 
61  RSS, I, no. 2258. 
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included the words ‗Gratis Jacobo Lamb servitori regis‘.63 The 1511 letter 
discussed above shows that James Lamb was the bastard son of John Lamb. The 
1506 letter, therefore, seems to show a situation in which James Lamb used his 
position in the household to have the fee waived on behalf of his father. This 
suggests, even when the link is not so immediately clear, that other letters for 
which the fee was waived and the name of a member of the household given 
provide evidence of people within the household using their influence to help 
others have the fee waived, and perhaps even helping them in their efforts to 
secure the letter more generally. 
One striking feature of the waiving of fees by members of the household on 
behalf of others is that it was done by those of high status within the household 
as well as those of lower status. As well as the letter to Walter Stewart above, 
Andrew Lord Avondale, a servant near the top of the hierarchy of ordinary fees 
of household, had his name given as the cause of fees being waived in two other 
cases in the Register of the Privy Seal.64 Other influential or high-status officers 
such as James Reddoch, who served as both steward and comptroller, the great 
chamberlain, Alexander Hume, and Patrick Crichton of Cranston-Riddell, the 
pantler, also had fees waived.65 However, fees were also waved at the behest of 
Thomas Shaw, the master cook, John Forman, ‗servitori domini Regis in le 
wardrop‘, and James Doig, servant in the wardrobe and other offices over the 
course of the reign.66 The household was the framework for seeking patronage 
and influence at court through informal channels. This could be pursued through 
both household officers expressly involved with royal government and those with 
primarily non-governmental positions. The records of the waiving of fees 
preserved in the Register of the Privy Seal provide rare evidence of the 
solicitation of officers in such non-governmental positions. As such, it highlights 
how important connections - kin-based or otherwise - with such individuals could 
be. 
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The Rewards Available to Members of the Household 
The sources for James IV‘s household show that careers within it progressed in a 
number of different ways. Throughout these careers individuals received gifts 
and patronage and also undertook offices and responsibilities in the king‘s 
service that lay outwith the immediate presence of the king. The careers of 
James IV‘s household servants, therefore, can only be understood as one part of 
a more general relationship of service and reward between the king and this 
group of his subjects. As we have already seen, access to certain types of 
rewards was at the root of the household as an institutional structure for 
ordering the world of the court, and as will be explored below, members of the 
household often received royal patronage in the form of various lands, rights and 
offices. Between these two poles were a range of different types of rewards and 
privileges available to members of the household, and which offer a window into 
the experiences of individuals within the household. 
Ceremonial Payments Related to Service 
The treasurer‘s accounts record a vast number of payments to people, from the 
king‘s most intimate servants to those making a one-off appearance in the 
accounts. Payments to members of the household, besides their fees, pensions 
and payments related to their duties and activities in the service of the king, 
included payments, often with no reason given in the accounts, which appear to 
be occasional rewards. One occasional reward that is described in more detail is 
the practice of giving basin-silver at specific times throughout the year. Basin-
silver is described by the Dictionary of the Older Scots Tongue as a ‗gratuity to 
certain servants of the king at special seasons‘. The exact import of this gratuity 
is unclear. In middle Scots in this period silver was used with a variety of 
attributives to denote different types of rewards or payments. Sometimes the 
attributive denotes the object on which the money is to be spent, as is the case 
with drink-silver, which was often distributed by the treasurer to people such as 
builders working at the king‘s palaces.67 Elsewhere it denoted the type of service 
for which the reward was given. For instance, bridle-silver was paid as a gratuity 
to a servant for leading a horse. Basin-silver was paid out for participation in 
                                         
67  For example, 14s was paid in drinksilver to masons in Edinburgh in December 1496 – TA, I, p. 
308. 
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ritual of which the specifics are unclear. Some evidence from post-reformation 
records, at least for basin-silver payments on ‗Uphaly day‘, the feast of 
epiphany, suggest some aspects of this ritual. An entry in the Elgin burgh court 
book for February 1582 stated that it was forbidden to ‗ring bassings, bellis or 
ony vther kind of bressin veschellis or mettalis vsit of auld on Vphellie evin‘.68 It 
may have been that those receiving basin-silver payments from James IV carried 
out this ritual in some fashion before the king.  A payment from the treasurer‘s 
accounts for James V‘s  reign, from January 1532, refers to the ‗doune putting‘ 
of basins at New Year‘s Day, Uphaly Day and Easter Day.69 It seems that, as part 
of the ritual, the money may have been placed in the basin of each of the 
recipients.  
Almost every recorded payment using the term basin-silver in James IV‘s reign 
was made on one of the same three days that the 1532 payment encompassed. 
Payments are only recorded on four separate occasions before 1501, and on two 
of these more than one servant was given basin-silver on the same day: at Yule 
1489 George Douglas of the wine cellar and Patrick Hepburn of the ale cellar 
were rewarded, and at New Year‘s mass in 1496 Robert Douglas of the wine 
cellar, Alexander Balfour of the ale cellar, James Lamb and ‗the portaris‘ were 
given basin-silver rewards. For the rest of the reign there was only ever one 
recorded payment of basin-silver on a single day. In the period between 1501 
and 1508 these payments followed a regular pattern which, barring one or two 
missing payments, saw James Lamb receive a payment on New Year‘s day, 
Robert Douglas receive one on Uphaly day, and the master cook receive one on  
Easter day. These were days on which a variety of other rewards and gifts were 
also made to people at court. For instance, on the first of January 1508, as well 
as the payment of basin-silver to James Lamb, at least two chains were given 
away, alongside payments to ‗Maistres Anne‘ and master Walter Ogilvy‘s wife, 
and many payments to musicians.70 At Easter the same year, as well as the 
basin-silver given to the master cook, a reward was paid out to ‗the heraldis in 
                                         
68  William Cramond (ed.), The Records of Elgin, 1234-1800, I (Aberdeen: New Spalding Club, 
1903), p. 165. 
69  This payment is made to a much wider range of household servants than can be found 
receiving basin-silver in James IV‘s reign – TA, VI, p. 39. 
70  TA, IV, p. 92. 
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the hall‘.71 Uphaly day was an occasion for riotous entertainment, and alongside 
the basin-silver paid to Robert Douglas on 6 January 1502, money was paid to 
‗the gysaris‘ on the same night.72 These payments were always made to servants 
who can be identified as part of the household through payments in the 
comptroller‘s accounts, except for the basin-silver paid on New Year‘s day 1506 
to James Brown, who cannot be identified as part of the household in other 
sources.73 The exact nature of these rewards is unclear, but it appears to be the 
equivalent for the areas of the household focussed on the service of food – the 
pantry, the cellar or buttery, and the kitchen – of the payments to musicians and 
heralds made on seasonal or special occasions.74 In this way, the domestic 
service of the household achieved ritualised recognition. In addition, the sums of 
money were quite large compared to the ordinary fees paid by the comptroller, 
with £10 the usual basin-silver payment. 
Amongst the many payments made to clerics, monks, shrines and religious 
institutions, James IV made many payments to priests at their first masses.  
Some of them were made priests who served as the king‘s closet chaplains or in 
the chapel royal. So, in 1504, Sir Ninian Spottiswood received £7 at his first mass 
in April, while Sir William Ayton received half that in December, with both of 
these men listed as part of the chapel royal in the bill of 1508.75 Likewise, 
Master David Douglas, listed as a chaplain of closet in the bill of household, 
received £3 10s at his first mass in April 1504.76 However, many of the priests 
named as receiving offerings at their first mass do not appear on the bill of 
household. This could of course simply be because these individuals were not 
chaplains of closet or the chapel royal at the time of the bill of household, but 
that they were part of these groups at other points in the reign. However, at 
least some of the many payments to unnamed priests, whilst some of them 
might have been to priests connected to the household, were made to priests in 
churches in localities the king and court passed through. For instance, a payment 
                                         
71  TA, IV, p. 112. 
72  TA, II, p. 132. 
73  TA, III, p. 177. 
74  For instance, musicians received New Year gifts and officers of arms received largesse on 
January 1, 1512 – TA, IV, p. 325. 
75  TA, II, pp. 260, 268. 
76  TA, II, p. 257. 
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was made at a priest‘s first mass in Dumfries on 7 April 1503, where James also 
made offerings to the Lady Chapel at the ‗toun end‘ of Dumfries, to the bread in 
the parish church, and to the friars of Dumfries. This payment appears to be 
simply another form of the large variety of religious offerings made by the king, 
rather than a payment connected to membership of the household or even 
regular attendance at court.77 Such payments were not therefore exclusive to 
priests within the household, but were nonetheless another form of reward 
available to them, and one which, proportionately, it seems they were more 
likely to receive than other priests because of their proximity to the king. 
Payments When Ill and Other benefits 
One of the benefits of service within the household was that the king would 
cover the costs of those who became ill or injured, as well as those who suffered 
other hardships. Among the men of the household paid while invalid were John 
Wallace, deputy keeper of the silver vessels, John Strogeith, servant in the 
king‘s chamber, Patrick Roule in the spicery, Stephen Nesbit, keeper of the 
pewter vessels, William Mercer, deputy keeper of the pewter vessels, Malcolm 
Graham in the king‘s kitchen, Andrew Doull, stirrupman, John Knox, usher of the 
hall, and Robert the cupbearer.78 The entries recording these payments often 
specified that the individual in question was lying sick in a fixed place such as 
Jedburgh, Linlithgow, Edinburgh, Dumfries and Ayr, indicating that the invalid 
servants were separated from the itinerant court. The welfare of servants of the 
household was looked after in other ways too. James Jaklin junior, servant in 
the chamber, received money from the treasurer to pay his house rent.79 
Alexander Kerse, cook, was paid money in December 1505 when his house was 
burned, and paid £10 to build himself a house in 1507.80 William Spicehouse, 
servant in the chamber, was given money by the treasurer to help him buy land 
in 1504.81 Such payments, as well as the payments for burial described above, 
are characteristic of the sense of responsibility that great households in general 
                                         
77  TA, II, p. 251. 
78  TA, I, p. 383; TA, II, pp. 131, 347, 407, 431, 432, 433, 457; TA, IV, p. 406. 
79  TA, II, pp. 110, 148, 347, 374; TA, III, p. 197. 
80  TA, III, pp. 174, 380. 
81  TA, II, p. 441. 
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took towards their members.82 It is noteworthy that the members of the 
household in receipt of these types of rewards, as far as surviving evidence 
shows, were those who received lower-value fees from the comptroller. Here, 
then, we encounter forms of reward that, whilst not exclusive to the household, 
because of the wide range of individuals and groups on which the king conferred 
favours such as support when ill, was entirely confined to members of the 
household by its definition as an establishment of domestic servants when they 
were made to those within the wider definition of the household. 83 Life at court 
for these household servants came with a royal safety net. 
The king also cemented his relationship with members of the household at 
important moments in their lives, such as at the christening of children. The 
occasion of the birth of a child of John Inglis, the marshal, in March 1508, saw 
the king himself christen the child and give him or her £7.84 The king could 
recognise one of his household servants on such an occasion even without being 
present, and in January 1507 one servant of the household, John Forman, acted 
in the king‘s stead to be godfather, giving a gift of 42s, to the child of Robert 
Selkirk, or Cutler, another servant of the household.85 Carol M. Chattaway noted 
similar practices at the court of Philip the Bold of Burgundy, where the duke was 
likely to have been in demand as a godfather but chose only to bestow this token 
of favour on some members of his household, and, even then, the favour he 
bestowed was graded according to whether he gave money only or an object, 
which suggested a closer relationship.86 Even taking into account the vagaries of 
surviving evidence for Scotland in this period, it seems as though James also did 
not routinely bestow gifts and favours on all members of the household when 
they had a child. Likewise, he sometimes bestowed them upon individuals who 
                                         
82  Mertes, English Noble Household, p. 68. 
83  For instance, in September 1507, 14d was paid to sick people at the gate of Stirling - TA, IV, 
p. 75. 
84  TA, IV, p. 104. 
85  TA, III, p. 360. 
86  Carol M. Chattaway, ‗Looking a Medieval Gift Horse in the Mouth‘: The Role of the Giving of 
Gift Objects in the Definition and Maintenance of the Power Networks of Philip the Bold‘ in 
Bijdragen en mededelingen betreffende de geschiedenis der Nederlanden, 114 (1999), pp. 1-
15 (p. 9). 
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cannot be connected with the household.87 The evidence suggests that in 
Scotland, as in Burgundy, the recognition of a child‘s birth was one way in which 
the ruler could choose to show his favour to some individuals over others. 
Members of the household, therefore, were supported in times of need, and 
were rewarded, beyond their usual rewards, on certain dates throughout the 
year and at significant moments, such as the birth of a child, in their lives. Apart 
from the reward of basin-silver, most of these rewards were not exclusive to the 
household. However, those within the household were the most likely to receive 
them. Payments such as basin-silver and support when ill are also types of 
rewards and benefits that were most common to lower-ranking members of the 
household who made up Scotland‘s equivalent of the domus providencie found in 
the English household. Through them the king enacted a form of lordship that 
was common to great households, whereas the rewards available to the higher 
status members of the household associated with James IV‘s equivalent of the 
domus magnificencie, as we shall see, signified a different kind of relationship. 
Pensions 
Pensions paid by the treasurer encompassed a group that included, but was not 
limited to, members of the household.88 There are very few cases where 
servants at one point paid a fee in the comptroller‘s accounts are, at another, 
paid a pension by the treasurer. It was, however, through such pensions that 
some groups within the household, such as the minstrels and the chaplains of the 
chapel royal, received their main annual cash reward. 89 The dramatic rise in 
William Dunbar the poet‘s pension between 1501 and 1511 from the rate of £10 
a year to £80 a year, whatever the nature of service the payment was intended 
                                         
87  For instance, in April 1508, the king christened the child of George Halkerston, apparently a 
merchant who, among other things, supplied cordage, metal and timber for the king‘s ships – 
TA, IV, pp. 109, 299. 
88  The clearest indication that people who were not part of the itinerant household were 
included amongst those paid pensions, aside from their not being amongst the groups 
included on the bill of household, is that some of the entries for the payments of pensions 
described the recipient‘s fixed geographical location, with the statement or suggestion that 
the payment was made for service carried out in that location, as opposed to the chapel royal 
which, as described above, had a fixed basis while providing regular service to the itinerant 
court. These include Matthew Affleck, ‗goldsmyth in Strivelin‘, Sir Thomas marshal, who sang 
for the king‘s mother and father in Cambuskenneth, where they were buried, and Sir John 
Sharp for keeping the king‘s gardens at the palace of Holyroodhouse – TA, II, p. 93; TA, IV, p. 
268. 
89  See, for instance, TA, III, pp. 124-6, 324-8. 
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to reward, is well-known.90 However, rises such as this were very unusual – most 
people who were paid in several different pension accounts received the same 
sum each time. 
Several men who had been listed as knights of attendance in the 1508 bill of 
household received their first recorded pension in the pension account of 1511-
12. William Boswell, Archibald Bickerton, Adam Cockburn and John of Balfour 
were amongst a number of people who began to be paid a £40 annual pension on 
this account, and these four all appeared together on the bill of household in the 
category of knights of attendance allowed one servant rather than two, and 
were the first four men listed in that category on the bill.91 This is perhaps 
coincidental, but it suggests a connection between the men in this group beyond 
their shared position as knights of attendance. Pensions, then, were another 
means by which members of the household could be differentiated, as this group 
within the larger group of knights of attendance shows. 
Clothing 
Though William Dunbar received a livery at Yule at least once in 1511, by which 
time he may have been attached to the queen‘s household in some capacity, his 
poems lampooning James Doig suggest that he may have been familiar with the 
experience of those who were not regular recipients of royal livery. The humour 
of Dunbar‘s poem ‗The wardraipper of Wenus boure‘ derives from its depiction 
of James Doig‘s aggressive officiousness in exercising his duties in the wardrobe, 
and the play on Doig‘s name to depict him as a barking dog. Dunbar wrote of 
Doig in the poem that ‗To giff a doublet he is als doure‘. Two of the poem‘s 
stanzas suggest the process by which a person at court received doublets and 
other garments or textiles, with Dunbar‘s speaker noting ‗Quhen that I schawe to 
him ʒour markis,| He turnis to me again and barkis‘ and ‗Quhen that I schawe to 
him ʒour wrytin,| He girnis that I am red for bytin‘.92 This should not of course 
be taken as literal evidence of Dunbar‘s experience, and at this time Dunbar and 
Doig may have been attached to the queen‘s household rather than the king‘s, 
but the poem is nonetheless suggestive of the individualistic nature of clothing 
                                         
90  TA, II, p. 95; TA, IV, p. 268; Bawcutt, Dunbar, I, p. 2. 
91  NAS E34/1; TA, IV, p. 269. 
92  Bawcutt, Dunbar, I, p. 236. 
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allowances. Cloth was not simply doled out as a matter of course to a clearly 
defined set of household servants, but was something that was given out in a 
variety of different ways, for which an individual might have to petition. The 
reference to ‗markis‘ and ‗wrytin‘ suggest that the type of transaction Dunbar is 
referring to in this poem is the handing over of a precept or warrant to the royal 
wardrobe for an allowance of cloth, and that it was the collected recording of 
the allowances in these precepts that produced the accounts that survive within 
the treasurer‘s accounts.93 The humour of Dunbar‘s description of this process is 
based on the notion that cloth allowances were issued and claimed on an 
individual basis, even if some areas of the household received the same 
allowance. This would explain the irritation that Dunbar attributes to Doig upon 
seeing his warrant – a reaction that would not make sense if the allowances were 
rigidly standardised. 
Cloth appears to have been the main form of remuneration for many of the 
individuals that appear on the bill of household but do not receive a fee from 
the comptroller, and though some of these appeared in the more structured 
areas of the cloth accounts, others appear in numerous entries that do not 
reflect a pattern in the same way. Some of the henchmen from the bill serve as 
an example of this. Over the course of the cloth account for 1507-8 the 
henchmen received numerous allowances of cloth or finished clothing.  The cloth 
received by the henchman known as Martin the Spaniard over the period of the 
account, for example, consisted of fourteen items at a total cost of £11 1s 8.5d, 
including a gown to be worn at the tournament of the black lady.94 The cloth 
received by another henchman, known as Baroun the French boy, came to £7 
2.5d and differed considerably from that received by Martin.95 This pattern is 
repeated across many of the groups of servants on the bill of household who do 
not receive a fee from the comptroller, with their allotments of clothing often 
assigned on an apparently individual basis even among individuals, like the 
                                         
93  This was the procedure in the English court at this time –Hayward, Wardrobe Accounts of 
Henry VII and Henry VIII, pp. xii-xiii. 
94  A finished doublet, Kentdale for a coat, four shirts, red and yellow satin for a coat, two pairs 
of white hose, yellow taffeta for a gown at the banquet after the tournament of the black 
lady, grey damask, linen cloth and canvas for a doublet, a doublet and a pair of hose made in 
Stirling – TA, IV, pp. 49-66. 
95  A finished doublet, a doublet of Milan fustian, a bonnet, an embroidered coat bought in 
Stirling, a pair of hose, two sarks, French tan for a coat, a coat bought in Stirling, and a pair 
of white hose - TA, IV, pp. 49-66. 
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henchmen, who held the same post in the household. This points towards 
informal hierarchies, with one individual favoured over another for reasons 
outside of the formal structures by which the household was organised. What 
this may also reflect is the varied role of clothing when distributed to some of 
those servants whom we can associate with something equating to the English 
idea of the domus magnificencie. When others, including those paid fees by the 
comptroller, received cloth received it was generally an annual allowance as a 
form of reward for service. Some individuals who were not paid by the 
comptroller, however, such as the henchmen, seem to have been given different 
clothes on a regular basis, as if they were part of the furniture of the king‘s 
chamber to be arranged and adjusted to fit different purposes. This suggests 
that while the servants paid ordinary fees of household had a practical function 
for which livery was primarily a reward and only secondarily a form of display, 
some of the servants in the area of the household equivalent to the domus 
magnificencie served to enhance the magnificence of the court as their primary 
function, and were thus bought clothes on a more regular basis to facilitate this.  
The accounts reveal a variety of ways in which cloth was used as a reward. The 
display of rich cloth on people at the court as a whole could only add to its 
splendour, but allowances of cloth must also be understood as an important 
component of the lives of individual members of the household at court. 
Different allowances of cloth indicated different relationships with the formal 
structure of the court and with the king, and such relationships had to be 
negotiated individually. Clothes were often greater in monetary value than the 
other rewards some household servants received, and they were also the most 
visible representation of an individual‘s status. Thus clothes were far more than 
a uniform, a marker of someone‘s membership of the household. They 
contributed to the display of royal magnificence, but they were also a marker of 
an individual‘s position within the household, and within the court as a whole, in 
relation to others at court. 
Entertainment and Spectacle 
Chivalric sport in the later middle ages has been studied from several 
perspectives. Not simply a pastime or entertainment, chivalric games were 
rituals intended to initiate knights into the rights and responsibilities of 
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chivalry.96 Katie Stevenson has argued that holding tournaments was ‗central to 
the idea of late-medieval kingship‘ because the king was the leader of chivalric 
society within his kingdom and because they gave him the opportunity to display 
his power and adherence to chivalric codes to a wide audience.97  Control over 
chivalric culture was of such value to kings and magnates, Stevenson has argued, 
that a struggle for pre-eminence within that culture was an important dimension 
to the conflict between James II and the Black Douglases in the 1450s.98 
Stevenson noted of James IV that he ‗revived and elaborated upon chivalric 
culture in its most extravagant forms‘, and not least in the form of the 
tournament.99 Robert Lindsay of Pitscottie noted of James IV that ‗the fame of 
his iusting and tornamentis sprang throw all Europe quhilk caussit money forand 
knychtis to come out of strange contrieris to Scottland to seik iusting because 
they hard the nobill fame and knychtlie game of the prince of Scotland and of 
his lords and barrouns and gentillmen‘.100 
Stevenson has highlighted a number of specific tournaments held over the course 
of his reign, and the individuals involved. Members of James IV‘s household were 
amongst those most prominently involved. A tournament in January 1496 
featured William Sinclair, alongside the king himself and Perkin Warbeck. This is 
likely to have been the same William Sinclair who was paid a fee as the usher of 
the outer chamber during this period.101 The wedding celebrations in 1503 also 
featured tournaments. On the first day of jousting held after the 8 August 
wedding ceremony, the lord of Kilmaurs, who was the earl of Glencairn on the 
bill of household, was one of the two challengers, who were aided by, among 
others, Sir Alexander Seton and Sir Patrick Hamilton, both listed amongst the 
knights of attendance on the bill. The challengers included the Lord of Hamilton, 
Lord Ross, from the lords temporal, and Sir David Hume and Sir William Cockburn 
of Langton, knights of attendance on the 1508 bill of household, and Patrick 
Sinclair, squire of attendance.102 As Stevenson points out, the named squires 
                                         
96  Stevenson, Chivalry, p. 63. 
97  Stevenson, Chivalry, p. 70.  
98  Stevenson, ‗Contesting Chivalry‘, pp. 197-214. 
99  Stevenson, Chivalry, p. 82. 
100  Quoted in Stevenson, Chivalry, p. 83. 
101  Stevenson, Chivalry, p. 84; ‗Accounts of Sir Duncan Forestar‘, p. 66. 
102  Younge, ‗Fyancells‘, p. 298; NAS E34/1. 
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involved in the tournament of the Wild Knight and the Black Lady in 1507 were 
all members of the royal household, as were the attendants of the Wild Knight in 
the 1508 tournament.103 Stevenson identified a ‗royal team‘ of jousters that 
regularly participated in tournaments, consisting primarily of Sir Patrick 
Hamilton of Kincavill, James, second Lord Hamilton,  Cuthbert, Lord Kilmaurs 
and earl of Glencairn, and Patrick Sinclair, all of whom were on the bill of 
household, the former two as lords temporal.104 Though other men were 
involved, including foreign visitors to Scotland, surviving evidence suggests that 
members of the household were at the heart of royally-sponsored chivalric 
activity. As we might expect, given injunctions against the participation of those 
of unfitting status in such events, the men who participated in royal 
tournaments were amongst the highest status members of the household.105 It 
appears, then, that royal tournaments were occasions on which the culture of 
chivalry and the organising structure of the household – both of which offered 
access to the king, opportunities for advancement, and a means of social 
stratification – closely overlapped. 
Dancing was another form of entertainment that took place at the court of 
James IV for which we have some evidence of the involvement of members of 
the household. William Dunbar‘s poem, ‗Sir Ihon Sinclair begowthe to dance‘, 
provides a humorous poetic window onto a dance that appears to have been 
imagined by Dunbar as an elaborate in-joke, the full meaning to which is lost on 
the modern reader.106 Besides himself, Dunbar mentions by name or office as 
part of this dance Sir John Sinclair, master Robert Shaw, the master almoner, 
John Bute, the fool, mistress Musgrave, ‗dame Dounteboir‘, and ‗the quenis 
Dog‘, apparently an allusion to James Doig, who was also lampooned elsewhere 
                                         
103  Stevenson, Chivalry, p. 95. 
104  E34/1. 
105  Stevenson highlighted the mockery of the idea of a jousting sowtar (cobbler) and tailor in one 
of Dunbar‘s poems, noting that in Dunbar‘s presentation the two were ‗not of the right social 
status, nor did they understand the behaviour they were imitating‘ - Stevenson, Chivalry and 
Knighthood, p. 88. 
106  Ian Macpherson has provided examples of court poems which can, conversely, be precisely set 
in their historical context, thereby revealing much about in-joking amongst Aragonese and 
Portuguese courtiers at Zaragoza in 1498, at the expense of another courtier‘s yellow camel-
hair hose - Ian Macpherson, ‗Court poets at play: Zaragoza, 1498‘ in Roger Collins and 
Anthony Goodman (eds.), Medieval Spain: Culture, Conflict and Coexistence. Studies in 
Honour of Angus MacKay (Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2002), pp. 183-201. 
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by Dunbar.107 All of these were apparently the names or offices of real people, 
apart from ‗Dog‘ and ‗dame Dounteboir‘, which was a term of contempt for a 
court lady.108 Amongst them only James Doig and the master almoner, if the 
poem is referring to the king‘s master almoner, can be identified as part of the 
king‘s household according to the payment of ordinary fees of household or 
inclusion on the bill of household. However, this might be because Dunbar is 
referring to the queen‘s establishment in the latter years of the reign.109 
Nevertheless, the treasurer‘s accounts furnish evidence for members of the 
king‘s household taking part in dancing at court. For instance, on the third of 
January 1504 28s was paid to Thom Boswell and Pate Sinclair, squires of 
attendance in the bill of household, ‗to by thaim daunsing gere‘.110  Also, an 
entry from 31 December 1506 records the making of seven dancing coats, six 
doublets and one kirtill to Thomas Boswell ‗and his complicis‘, and another 
entry the delivery of 30 dozen bells (360) ‗for dansaris‘ to Thomas Boswell on 
the same day.111  Another squire of attendance in the 1508 bill – Colin Campbell 
– also apparently brought in a Morris dance, with companions, on Uphaly day 
1504.112 On 5 of March 1508 £8 8s was paid to the French minstrels ‗that made 
ane dans‘, alongside £5 for ‗their dancing cotis to the said dans‘.113 Five French 
minstrels had been listed on the bill of household two months earlier.114 Dancing 
at court took a variety of forms, from dances provided by anonymous ‗gysaris‘ 
and maidens to those arranged by ‗professionals‘ within the household such as 
the French minstrels. 115 It also included dancing arranged by squires of 
attendance such as Thomas Boswell and Colin Campbell. Such activities 
demonstrate the intimate involvement of men within this group with life at 
court beyond formal duties. 
                                         
107  Bawcutt, ‗Dunbar‘, I, poem 74, p. 233-4; See TA, IV, p. 125 for a reference from 1508 which 
suggests that ‗Schir Johne Musgraves wif‘ had a role in organising dancing at court. 
108  Bawcutt, Dunbar, II, p. 460-1. 
109  Bawcutt, Dunbar, II, p. 460. 
110  TA, II, p. 413. 
111  A kirtill was a woman‘s frock or close gown; TA, III, 313; TA, IIII, 359; Boswell is probably also 
referred to by a reference to ‗Thomas, to mak ane dans‘ in May 1508 – TA, IV, p. 119. 
112  TA, II, p. 414. 
113  TA, IV, p. 104. 
114  NAS E34/1. 
115  TA, II, pp. 112, 418, 476. 
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In fifteenth and sixteenth century Scotland, there were a variety of ‗rituals of 
reversal‘ held in the Christmas season.116 These included the king of the bean 
and abbot of unreason traditions which, amongst other settings, were carried 
out at the court of James IV, and incorporated members of the household. For 
instance, in 1505 Alexander Kerse, the cook, was paid to hand over a vessel that 
was stolen when he was abbot of unreason.117 This appears to be some sort of 
ritualistic payment in which the king reclaimed an object that had been stolen 
as part of the revelry, and it shows royal acceptance of and engagement with 
the tradition. A king of the bean was regularly appointed at James IV‘s court, 
though often the name of the individual appointed is not given. Where it is 
given, we find that John Goldsmith of the chapel royal and Jock Pringle, 
trumpeter, held the title, both of whom were members of the household 
according to the definition offered by the bill of household.118 Also, In August 
1513 a £10 payment of basin-silver was made to John Kinloch ‗alias Lord Strange, 
portar to Our Soverane Lord‘.119 This is unusual because it is the only payment of 
basin-silver not made on one of the three days described above, and it is the 
only recorded payment of basin-silver to John Kinloch – other servants receiving 
basin-silver appeared to receive it on a yearly basis, and given the length of 
John Kinloch‘s service and the survival rate of treasurer‘s accounts for that 
period, if Kinloch was paid on a more regular basis we could expect it to appear 
in the accounts. The significance of the ‗Lord Strange‘ moniker is unclear, but 
given the apparently one-off nature of the payment, the association of such 
payments with feast days and the similarity of the title with titles like abbot of 
unreason and king of the bean, then it is possible that on this occasion, like 
Alexander Kerse, an officer of the household was given an official role in a form 
of revelry. Whether or not these festivities served to reinforce the existing social 
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order, they were forms of entertainment and celebration in which lower status 
members of the household participated and which were endorsed by the king.120 
Thus, they show that even for those of lower status within the household, the 
court was a social world. 
Members of the household were central to several forms of entertainment at the 
court. In the three examples we have explored here, there is a clear 
stratification between the chivalric games involving members of the social elite 
within the household and the carnivalesque activities of the kings of the bean or 
abbots of unreason, which involved lower status members of the household. The 
members of the household for which archival records show involvement with 
dancing were also from the social elite of the king‘s chamber servants. But 
Dunbar‘s poem as well as payments to seemingly lower status dancers from 
outside of the household show that dancing as a whole was not as socially 
exclusive as jousting, and lower-status members of the household may have 
danced, though it may have been that dancing was divided along social lines by 
type of dance. Together, these examples show the social ‗integrative potential‘ 
of the court, with the members of the household at its centre, even if that 
integration occurred differently for members of different social groups.121 
Relationships with the King 
Steven Gunn noted of Henry VII that he ‗managed to hold in balance the need to 
conduct government with what one ambassador called ‗gravity and 
deliberation‘, and the urge, detected by another foreign envoy, to spend his 
time on ‗nothing but amusements‘; in order to understand him we must do the 
same‘.122 James IV, likewise, is seen as a king who was, albeit in a different style 
to Henry VII, energetic in the conduct of royal government and the pursuit of 
entertainment.123 Gunn, further, noted of Henry VII that the way he ‗spent his 
time might not matter if he did not care in whose company he spent it‘.124 
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James IV has been characterised as an open and accessible king, in contrast to 
his father. Nonetheless, there were different ways of making contact with the 
king, and looking at those who achieved more intimate access to the king 
suggests a level of discrimination and understanding of the honour that such 
proximity and intimacy could confer.125 
Entertaining the King 
In his description of James IV and Scotland in 1498, Pedro de Ayala wrote that 
‗While travelling, neither the King nor any of his officers have any expenses, nor 
do they carry provisions with them. They go from house to house, to lords, 
bishops, and abbots, where they receive all that is necessary. The greatest 
favour the King can do to his subjects is to go to their houses‘.126 The treasurer‘s 
accounts attest to the variety of places besides the royal residences where the 
king and court might visit.127 Amongst the houses the king might visit were those 
of members of his household. Several payments in the treasurer‘s accounts show 
that not only did William Elphinstone come to court, but the court came to him. 
A payment was made for spice and wine when the king was in Elphinstone‘s 
lodging on the evening of 13 December 1496.128 A payment from the beginning of 
February 1503 notes the purchase of green cloth to cover the altar in the bishop 
of Aberdeen‘s lodging, ‗the King being thare at the sessioun‘.129 Later, in 
November of the same year, an entry records a payment for a chimney of iron 
‗to the Kingis chamir in my Lord of Abirdenis lugeing‘.130 Elphinstone was a very 
high-status individual as well as an intimate servant of the king, but the king is 
also found at the houses of lower status members of the household. For 
instance, on 19 August 1505, a payment was made for drinksilver paid by king‘s 
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command at James Doig‘s house, suggesting that the king was in his house.131 
Likewise, the king‘s familiarity with the marshal John Stewart stretched to 
having breakfast in his house, as recorded in a payment from May 1508 that also 
shows the breakfast included beer, ale and wine.132 In this way, the home of a 
courtier could become the home of the king and the court. There was also an 
overlap between the servants of such courtiers and service to the king. A 
payment to two embroiderers, Ninian Silver and his companion ‗Rumboit‘, in the 
treasurer‘s account for 1512 noted that one month was excluded from the period 
they were being paid for serving the king because they had spent that month in 
the service of the bishop of Aberdeen.133 In September 1506 the treasurer made 
payments to the earl of Argyll‘s clarsach player and deer-stalker, and had his 
stalker sent to Falkland, presumably to help hunt in the king‘s park at 
Falkland.134 This overlap of servants might have arisen from the presence of 
these servants in the royal residence. It was the right for men like Argyll and 
Elphinstone to have such servants with them at court and have them provided 
with bed and board, as recorded in the bill of household and pedro de Ayala‘s 
letter. Ayala commented that this caused ‗great expense‘, suggesting that the 
right to have these men at court was often exercised, which provides context for 
the sharing of personnel that the payments from the treasurer‘s accounts above 
appear to show. 
Gambling 
James IV was a keen gambler, and playing a range of games is one of the best-
attested of the activities that James took part in with members of his household. 
Jan McMillen has noted that ‗despite its apparent universality, the concept of 
gambling has no intrinsic meaning; rather, its meaning always depends on the 
socio-historical context in which it occurs‘, and that ‗in pre-capitalist societies 
[…] gambling traditionally has been for socially defined ends, often organised 
around religious or communal activities with little direct economic 
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significance‘.135 Norman Macdougall recognised the importance of gambling in 
the relationship of members of Scotland‘s elite with the king. He noted of 
Archibald Douglas, earl of Angus, that he was absent from the council and 
parliament from 1489 and 1492, ‗but not, significantly, from the court, where he 
is frequently to be found playing dice and cards with James IV‘. One such 
gambling session, noted Macdougall, was a tense occasion on 27 June at 
Falkland, ‗when the king played cards not only with Angus but also with the 
earl‘s implacable opponents on the borders, Bothwell and Chamberlain Hume, 
who may have been afraid to leave James IV alone with Angus for too long‘. 
Nonetheless, he added that there ‗can be no doubt that it was his intimacy with 
King James which not only helped to protect Angus when he was assailed by his 
political opponents in 1491, but also aided his political comeback the following 
year‘.136 Thus Macdougall acknowledges that gambling in intimate settings with 
the king can be both the site of political competition, spoken or unspoken, and a 
signal of, or contributing factor to, a good relationship between the king and 
those he gambled with. 
The range of evidence for gambling in the treasurer‘s accounts shows that the 
king gambled frequently, but not exclusively, with members of the household. 
This gambling took place on a remarkable diversity of games and more unusual 
wagers, took place at locations around the kingdom, and took in individuals from 
several different areas within the household. While the king‘s large-scale 
gambling at Yule in well-used royal residences like Linlithgow was particularly 
conspicuous, he also gambled throughout the year at locations around the 
country.137 The king‘s gambling on cards was supplemented by gambling on a 
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variety of sports and other activities in which the king and others participated. 
These included games like ‗kyles‘, a form of skittles, ‗cors and pile‘, or pitch 
and toss, ‗cach‘, or hand-tennis, horse racing and various forms of shooting 
competitions using both bows and gunpowder weapons. This variety of games 
meant that gambling was not confined to an inner chamber of the royal 
residence, but took place around the kingdom and in several different areas 
within the court wherever it happened to be. 
Many of the king‘s household gambling companions were members of the 
political elite encompassed by the household, but lesser aristocratic members of 
the household were also involved. These included knights of attendance such as 
Sir William Murray and Sir Duncan Campbell shooting at the ‗schell‘ with him in 
May 1508, and Sir Patrick Hamilton shooting at the short and long butts with 
him, along with Alexander McCulloch and Adam Reid in January 1512.138 Marshals 
also gambled: James Mercer shot at the prop with the king at Drummond in 
March 1496,139 Walter Leslie won money from the king at ‗cach‘ in the same 
year,140 and John Inglis bet money with the king on two shots with the culverin 
in March 1508.141 Other high-status members of the household can be found 
gambling with the king in surviving records. Master Patrick Gray, the king‘s 
carver, wagered on row bowls with the king in 1505.142 William Douglas, master 
of the breadhouse, gambled with the king on several occasions, such as when he 
won money from him in a crossbow shooting contest in March 1507.143 There is 
also evidence for men from different areas of the household gambling together 
with the king, as when the king bet with Peter Crichton, master of the 
wardrobe, and Patrick Hamilton, knight of attendance, on ‗cach‘ at Stirling.144 
Some examples of gambling between the king and members of his household 
appear to represent a particularly fond relationship or token of favour. When the 
king christened the child of John Inglis the marshal, as discussed above, he also 
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saw fit to bet with John Inglis on two shots with a culverin.145 The birth of a 
child of a member of the household and gambling were even more closely 
interlinked at the birth of the usher of the outer chamber William Sinclair‘s child 
in March 1502. Sinclair won a bet with the king that his child would be a boy, 
and received 18 shillings.146 While most evidence of gambling shows higher status 
men like these betting with the king, there is also some evidence for the 
involvement of those lower down the household hierarchy. For instance, deputy 
keeper of the pewter vessels William Mercer, with an annual ordinary fee of 
household of only 4 marks, won money from the king running horses in Stirling in 
1502.147 Similarly, Andrew, or ‗Dande‘, Doull, gambled with the king on at least 
three separate occasions, including some betting on ‗hors rynnyng‘ in May 1504 
when he won 28s from the king.148 
Gifts 
Mario Damen, looking at the court of Charles the Bold, duke of Burgundy, noted 
that gifts were a powerful means of binding his servants to him and 
communicating with others inside and outside of the domain, even as his 
administration became increasingly bureaucratic.149 The centrality of gifts at 
James IV‘s court is suggested by William Dunbar, especially in his poem ‗To speik 
of gift or almous deidis‘. As the central poem in a set of three on asking, giving 
and taking, its theme is the morality of giving. While not explicitly set in the 
court, at many points it makes reference to aspects of the courtly world or 
touches on themes that run throughout Dunbar‘s courtly poetry. Central to it is 
perhaps the most prominent theme in Dunbar‘s courtly poetry – the theme of 
service and reward, and the idea that some receive rewards unfairly, whereas 
others who deserve rewards go unrewarded, often with allusion or direct 
reference to Dunbar as a deserving recipient of rewards. 
                                         
145  TA, IV, p. 104. 
146  TA, II, p. 140. 
147  TA, II, p. 149. 
148  TA, II, p. 430; TA, III, pp. 128, 429. 
149  Mario Damen, ‗Gift Exchange at the Court of Charles the Bold‘ in Marc Boone and Marth 
Howell (eds.), In But Not of the Market: Movable Goods in the Late Medieval and Early 
Modern Economy (Brussels: Koninklijke Vlaamse Academie van Belgie Voor Wetenschappen en 
Kunsten, 2007), pp. 81-99 (p. 82). 
Chapter 4  151 
 
The poem clearly cannot be taken as a direct reflection of gift-giving culture at 
the court of James IV, but it suggests the prevalence and diversity of gift-giving 
practices. It focuses on the reasons why gifts are given, rightly or wrongly: some 
give for worldly honour, some give to receive thanks and other because of 
threat, and ‗Sum gevis, in practik, for supple, |Sum gevis for tywis als gud 
agane‘. It also looks at the relationship between the giver and the recipient, 
casting it in moral terms: some give as a reward for merit, some give to those 
who need nothing, some do not give to the poor, some do not give at all, some 
give too little, some give too much, some give to new arrivals and do not reward 
old servants, some give to those who plead and flatter whereas others give to 
honest men, some give so the recipients will agree with them, some give to 
those who do not deserve it, some take so long to give that the recipient is no 
longer thankful. Throughout the poem are suggestions of the diverse forms gifts 
could take. They could be money, food, ‗wordis fair and sle‘, ‗geir‘, ‗riche 
arrayis‘ and ‗parrochynis full wyd‘  - a reference to church benefices, the quest 
for which is a theme that runs throughout much of Dunbar‘s poetry. In amongst 
this discussion are several allusions to the world of the court. Much of the 
discussion is framed in terms of the relationship between a master as the gift-
giver and a servant as the recipient – a formulation that readily fits the world of 
the court. This is particularly visible in the eighth stanza of the poem, which 
makes reference to foreign servants, examples of whom can be found at James 
IV‘s court: 
Sum givis to strangeris with faces new, 
That ʒisterday fra Flanderis flew, 
And to awld serwandis list not se, 
War thay nevir of sa grit vertew. 
In giving sowld discretioun be.150 
This poem speaks to the pervasiveness of the gift at James IV‘s court. Gifts and 
giving in the broad sense discussed by Dunbar can be taken to encompass grants 
of lands, privileges, offices and a host of other benefits and rewards, many of 
them associated with membership of the household and discussed elsewhere in 
this thesis. As Felicity Heal noted, ‗In a more general sense patronage, benefit 
and entertainment in the household should all be perceived as part of the gift 
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register, exchanges which established and developed the bonds of good lordship 
and clientage‘.151 There was also a constant exchange of small material gifts at 
court. The treasurer‘s accounts show the king showering his subjects, from the 
humble to the mighty, with a variety of gifts, and receiving gifts in return. 
Amongst them are many gifts exchanged between the king and members of his 
household. There is more evidence for such gifts given to the king rather than by 
the king, because small payments were made to servants who came with the 
gifts and therefore were recorded in the treasurer‘s accounts.152 Here the focus 
will be on these gifts from household members to the king, which offer a 
counterpart to the giving of gifts of land or rewards connected with household 
service, which went from king to subject. 
Felicity Heal, looking at gifts connected to early modern English households, 
included customary offerings in her analysis, and noted that contemporaries 
often did not make a distinction between items given by obligation and items 
given as a more general gift or exchange.153 Many of the gifts in these contexts 
should not be seen as a form of profit maximisation, Heal argues - that is, as 
gifts carefully targeted in order to elicit a particular form of reciprocity, the 
type of giving that Dunbar called giving ‗in practik, for supple‘ – but rather as a 
form of custom or social obligation.154 She does, however, also show that gifts 
could be given outside of customary patterns on an occasional or regular basis, 
not to elicit an immediate return, but to act as more general reminders and 
prompts to reciprocate.155 The context in which a gift was given is often difficult 
to determine from entries in the treasurer‘s accounts, and there is usually no 
other evidence available outside of the accounts which can help to do so. For 
instance, on 27 December 1501 venison from Archibald Edmonston and wild fowl 
from Alexander McCulloch of Myreton were brought to the king. Gifts to and 
from the king were common in the Christmas season, so these entries appear to 
be unambiguous gifts at first sight. However, Myreton was the king‘s master 
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falconer, and the man bringing the wild fowl may have been one of his 
subordinates acting on his behalf in this capacity, while Edmonston was keeper 
of the forests of Menteith and, as will be shown in the next chapter, was 
required, as part of this office, to send game to the king.156 
Even when connected to custom or obligation, gifts still offered a means by 
which members of the household could maintain contact with the king and 
represent themselves at court. Most of the gifts that were recorded in surviving 
evidence came from the higher status members of the household. Several of the 
lords temporal and lords spiritual from the bill of household can be found giving 
gifts in entries in the treasurer‘s accounts. For instance, Andrew Lord Gray, the 
royal justiciar, sent the king two hawks in February 1503 and June 1507, as well 
as a live heron in September 1503 and two cranes in June 1505.157 Hawks were 
common gifts from aristocrats to the king. Hawking was one of the king‘s most 
regular pursuits, and was synonymous with the aristocracy. By such gifts, 
therefore, members of the household offered something likely to appeal to the 
king but also pointed to their shared aristocratic culture. The high status clerics 
in the household also gave gifts, but not usually of hawks. The Abbot of 
Cambuskenneth, a lord spiritual on the bill of household, gave four horses, a 
boar and a sturgeon to the king between February 1505 and June 1508. Horses 
were a valuable commodity to the highly itinerant king, and the other two gifts 
fit with the pattern of rare or unusual commodities being sent as gifts that Heal 
also noticed in English sources.158 There are also rare references to gifts of plate 
given to the king, such as a cup given by the archbishop of Glasgow, Robert 
Blackadder, sometime before 2 January 1508.159 Thus, one apparent purpose of 
gifts from those of high status was to represent the giver at court through gifts 
that had value because of their practical usefulness, rarity, or association with 
aristocratic culture. Also, evidence from 1505-6 shows the earl of Argyll, who 
was master of the household and one of the most prominent men in royal 
government, communicating with the king through letters but also sending 
venison to the king. This points to the role of gifts, alongside written 
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correspondence, in maintaining contact while the earl was apart from the 
king.160 This gift-giving is reminiscent of what Steven Gunn found amongst the 
courtiers of Henry VII, such as Giles, Lord Daubeny, who served in the intimate 
space of the king at court, and used gifts to try to stay in the king‘s favour while 
away from it.161 
There is also evidence for some of those in the household below the status of 
lords, earls and bishops giving gifts to the king. Often these were the same types 
of gifts as described above. Sir Alexander Seton, knight of attendance, sent a 
sturgeon in 1505, and Sir John Somerville, also knight of attendance, sent the 
king three horses between March 1506 and November 1507, as well as plovers, 
wild geese and a crane in 1505.162 Sir Peter Crichton, master of the wardrobe, 
sent a horse in June 1508.163 These gifts served a similar purpose to those from 
the highest status members of the household, but they do not appear in surviving 
records as often. This suggests that they gave fewer gifts, but it could also be at 
least partly explained as an indication that they were more frequently able to be 
at court to give gifts in person, and thus the gift was not recorded because there 
was no payment to a subordinate bringing it. 
The ability to have a relationship with the king was not exclusive to members of 
the household. Nonetheless, their position within its formal structure gave them 
valuable opportunities for doing so, particularly if they were associated with the 
household above stairs. Through gambling they could have face-to-face contact 
with the king, sometimes in an intimate setting and, if they were highly 
favoured, they might even enjoy the privilege of inviting the king into their own 
home. Through gift-giving, members of the household could even be represented 
at court when they were absent from it, thus finding a way to conduct their 
affairs, or royal business, in localities whilst attempting to maintain a familiarity 
with the king that would be more effectively built up when they were at court. 
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Conclusion 
Members of the household shared in all aspects of the varied life of James IV‘s 
court. The composition of the household shows that, while there were some 
large-scale moments of change which can be tied to political or organisational 
upheaval, on the whole it is better to understand the household as a collection 
of individuals with a variety of interests, connections, obligations, and needs. 
Family and other forms of connection could be represented both through ties 
within the household and the representation of those outside the court in the 
pursuit of patronage by family members of friends institutionally tied to it 
through the household, even at a relatively modest level within the court‘s 
social hierarchy. Rewards available to household members demonstrate that 
membership of the household was particularly central in the livelihoods of those 
of lower status within it. Clothing, one of the main forms of reward distributed 
by James IV, did not define the household, but it did define groups within it. For 
some members of the household, allowances of cloth could be highly individual 
and represent not only membership of a social group or area of the household, 
but their own position relative to the rest of the household. The pursuit of 
entertainments such as dancing and jousting at court were occasions when 
members of the court were brought together, and were likely to have produced 
integration as well as competition depending on individual circumstances. Again, 
the participation of different members of the household reflects the two-fold 
social stratification enshrined in the organisation of the household. It was those 
from the higher-status side of the divide who were most likely to enjoy a direct 
relationship with the king through gift-giving and gambling, but a few of those of 
relatively low status also enjoyed these privileges, and we should not forget that 
James Doig, who in 1491-2 received a fee of six marks as a servant in the king‘s 
kitchen, by 1505 seems to have enjoyed what Pedro de Ayala regarded as the 
ultimate privilege: entertaining the king in his home. 
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Chapter 5 - Household, Court and Kingdom 
The household was central to the physical world of the court, but its members, 
along with the idea of the household, extended beyond it. It is now 
acknowledged that the princely court in late medieval Europe was not a ‗closed 
world‘.1 Andrew Brown and Graeme Small highlighted its permeability in terms 
of the relationship between the court of the dukes of Burgundy and the cities of 
the Low Countries, but it can also be found in the interests and activities of 
members of the household outwith the physical world of the court more broadly. 
Though physical attendance at court was variable amongst members of the 
household, as we have seen, membership of the household was defined by, at 
least, the theoretical right to certain privileges. This chapter is about some of 
the ways in which membership of this formal body affected the lives of 
individuals who were part of it when they were outside of the immediate 
environment of the king. It shows that members of the household were 
important figures in the royal demesne, both as tenants and officers, but also 
that they brought the idea of the household into use in legal documentation 
concerning land and rights within the royal demesne and beyond, and that their 
association with the household in such documents could, apparently, last beyond 
the end of their formal connection to it. 
Historiography on late medieval and early modern Scotland has emphasised the 
importance of the locality over the centre in elite politics and society. As Jenny 
Wormald noted, the ‗exercise of local power was never significantly threatened, 
even by adult kings of considerable personal power. Most of his subjects never 
saw the king and heard about his affairs only occasionally and belatedly‘.2 For 
Wormald, this was a source of stability. She was sceptical about the attraction 
of offices at the centre in such a localised society, arguing that great men had to 
be persuaded to participate in central government.3 Wormald instead 
emphasised ‗the supreme importance of personal contact‘ with the king ‗within 
                                         
1  S. Bertelli, ‗The Courtly Universe‘ in S. Bertelli, F. Cardini and E. Garbero Zorzi (eds.), Italian 
Renaissance Courts (London: Sidgwick & Jackson, 1986) pp. 7-38 (p.17), quoted in Brown and 
Small, Court and Civic Society, p. 1. 
2  Wormald, Court, Kirk and Community, p. 14. 
3  Wormald, Court, Kirk and Community, p. 17. 
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a political structure that was institutionally underdeveloped‘.4 She has, 
however, also acknowledged that, for Scotland‘s lesser nobility in particular, 
participation in national affairs was one way of distinguishing themselves.5 This 
chapter seeks not to look at this issue from the perspective of individuals in the 
localities seeking office in the centre, but to look at what effect membership of 
the household, the institution that governed access to the king, had on an 
individual‘s position within society more broadly. Thus it does not seek to argue 
that central offices were more important than local influence, but to measure 
the extent to which, if at all, membership of the household could be a route to 
higher status and power in society. 
This line of enquiry might be regarded as a parallel to Wormald‘s emphasis on 
the importance of kin groups and bonded groups within society over ‗feudal‘ 
structures. She noted that ‗the fundamental bonds of society were forged not 
through land but through kinship and personal lordship‘, and this kind of 
connection was the subject of her extensive research on bonds of manrent in the 
fifteenth and sixteenth centuries.6 As Wormald herself noted, ‗The strength of 
kinship and lordship throughout the localities of Scotland was subsumed and 
unified by the concept of the king as the supreme embodiment of both‘.7 This 
concept was tangibly represented by the household, or familia, through which 
the relationship of service and reward at the heart of royal lordship, and, most 
crucially, the boon of access to the king‘s person, was controlled. It is likely that 
the informal environment of the court was of greater importance than formal 
processes in the conduct of royal government, as Trevor Chalmers and A.L. 
Brown have acknowledged, but direct evidence for the informal operation of 
power in the court of James IV is even harder to trace than in contemporary 
                                         
4  Wormald, Court, Kirk and Community, p. 17. 
5  Wormald, ‗Lords and Lairds‘, p. 192. 
6  Wormald, Court, Kirk and Community, p. 29; Wormald also noted that, in the interpretation 
of the seventeenth century lawyer Sir Thomas Craig of Riccarton, ‗the lords and lairds of late-
medieval and early-modern Scotland were not engaged in what Christine Carpenter has called 
―the logical successor to feudalism‖, but in a relationship which was revitalized and greatly 
strengthened as the feudal ‗baggage‘ was jettisoned and emphasis put back on to the 
personal obligations of protection and service‘ - Wormald, ‗Lords and Lairds‘, p. 190; 
Wormald, Lords and Men. 
7  Wormald, Court, Kirk and Community, p. 19. 
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European courts.8 However, there is recognition of the household in the formal 
records of royal patronage. Informal avenues of patronage are difficult to 
discern in such records, but references to the household, which provided the 
framework for formal and informal networks of patronage around the king, are 
relatively abundant within them. 
The relationship of the household to wider Scottish society in the form of 
patronage has already been considered from some perspectives. It has been 
identified as one of the key differences between the style of kingship of James 
III and James IV. The dissent that James III aroused in many of his powerful 
subjects has been attributed by historians to the arbitrary nature of his 
government. This dissent was distilled into the legend that he favoured a group 
of royal ‗familiars‘ and thus ignored many of his ‗natural counsellors‘.9 Chalmers 
concluded that, by the latter half of his reign, James IV had decisively moved 
away from such an approach to government, and that his council included ‗all 
the royal officers who possessed, or may be supposed to have possessed, 
important functions as suppliers of information‘ and ‗the main lay patrons and 
chiefs of kin‘.10  
More specifically, in his 1973 article, ‗Feudal Developments in Late Medieval 
Scotland‘, Ranald Nicholson highlighted the important consequences for royal 
‗familiars‘ of the introduction of new, albeit often based on older, practices 
relating to the rental and purchase of land, primarily in reference to the 
practice of feuing. James IV‘s reign saw a movement towards a money economy, 
but also the restoration of land as the ‗main basis of reward and service‘.11 It 
was the group that Nicholson described as ‗the king‘s familiars, the new brand of 
courtiers wholly dependent on the king‘ that benefited most from these 
developments. It encompassed the royal household, and Nicholson has therefore 
                                         
8  A.L. Brown noted that, even for late-medieval English government, with its far higher volume 
of surviving source material, he only ‗to a slight extent‘ could identify ‗personal factors, for 
example in influence and favour at work, departmental gossip, and personal correspondence‘ 
-  Brown, ‗The Scottish ―Establishment‖‗, p. 89. 
9  Norman Macdougall, ‗"It is I, the earle of Mar": in Search of Thomas Cochrane‘ in Roger A. 
Mason and Norman MacDougall (eds.), People and Power in Scotland (Edinburgh: John Donald, 
1992), pp. 28-49. 
10  Chalmers, ‗The King‘s Council‘, p. 333. 
11  Ranald Nicholson, ‗Feudal Developments in Late Medieval Scotland‘ in Juridical Review, 18 
(1973), pp. 1-21 (p. 21). 
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demonstrated that the subject of land-holding is crucial to an understanding of 
the household.  
This chapter differs from these studies in several key respects. Chalmers 
acknowledged in his thesis that ‗the political aspects of this process, in 
particular that most nebulous of all forms of patronage, access to the king‘s ear, 
lie outwith the compass of this study‘.12 A study of patronage concerning 
members of the household cannot directly reveal to us who had access to the 
king‘s ear, but it can reveal some of the ways in which formal membership of 
the institution and group of people that controlled that access affected the lives 
and identitites of those within it. Also, this chapter considers the relationship of 
members of the household to land and patronage more broadly, and not just in 
the context of the developments that Nicholson examined in his article. Thus it 
considers not only those holding land from the king in feu and other forms of 
rental but also those who held hereditary lands and those who held non-
household offices in royal service. In doing so, it seeks to expand Nicholson‘s 
analysis by showing the broader links between land-holding and office-holding. 
Likewise, though the work of Macdougall and others provides indispensable 
examples and context, it does not generally focus on the household: it focuses 
on the individual circumstances in question to explain a broader political 
narrative. This chapter seeks to further understand the household as a structure 
that underlay those circumstances, whilst being alive to the dangers of 
generalisation – an endeavour for which the work of Macdougall, Boardman and 
others sets a virtuous example. 
This chapter will focus on three areas relating to royal patronage that are 
relatively bountiful in evidence. Firstly, it will look at the evidence for members 
of the household leasing land in the royal demesne from the king. A wealth of 
evidence on this subject exists in the royal rentals and the accounts of the 
ballivi ad extra. As well as showing that freeholders often also held other lands 
as royal tenants, this allows us to see further down the hierarchy of the 
household to those who were not freeholders but were tenants of the royal 
demesne. It also shows that these members were one means by which the 
itinerant household was closely connected to the localities within the royal 
                                         
12  Chalmers, ‗The King‘s Council‘, p. 14. 
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demesne, and that connections in the locality could reflect connection within 
the household. Secondly, it will explore non-household office-holding by 
members of the household, which reveals a further means by which the itinerant 
household was connected to localities. Primarily as keepers of lands or castles in 
the royal demesne or administrators of the royal demesne, many individuals in 
the household had duties in the localities that they combined with their 
activities at court. Thirdly, it will look at the language relating to the household 
used in the Register of the Great Seal. This register records in abbreviated form 
the last stage of acts of royal patronage after they had passed the earlier stages 
of Scottish governmental bureaucracy. Language relating to the household 
proliferates in the Register of the Great Seal, and a study of this language 
reveals that for some men their role in the household had at least formal 
significance as a token of their status. In this way, the award of land and other 
acts of patronage concerning power in localities inside and outside the royal 
demesne could be associated with membership of the royal household. On the 
whole, this evidence shows that the court, and the household at its centre, was 
far from a ‗closed world‘ in James IV‘s Scotland, and that the influence of the 
household was felt in localities throughout the kingdom. 
Members of the Household as Crown Tenants and Non-household 
Office-holders 
Crown Tenants 
One of two broad categories of land-holding highlighted by Nicholson is also 
important in understanding the relationship between the household and wider 
society. This category encompasses arrangments to hold the land for a number 
of years, perhaps through a tack, in liferent, or even in hereditable perpetuity 
as a feu.13 It is important to the study of the household because it was in this 
area that there was significant change during the reign of James IV, with a 
pronounced movement towards feu-ferme tenure. Also, within it we find land-
holding directly linked to household office holding – some household officers 
received their household fee essentially as a discount from the money they had 
to pay for the land they held. This type of landholding was widespread among 
members of the household. 
                                         
13  Nicholson, Later Middle Ages, p. 6. 
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Many members of the household, and often those who did not receive grants 
under the Great Seal, were royal tenants. That is to say, they held land from the 
king that was not heritable. As we have already seen, the movement towards 
feu-ferme tenure bridged the gap between non-heritable tenancies and 
hereditable land by offering security and hereditability to those who held feus in 
return for larger rents. However, the movement towards feuing only gathered 
pace in the last few years of the reign, and many members of the household 
were tenants of the king throughout the reign. Trevor Chalmers noted that  
‗The leasing of crown lands was an important matter of royal policy. 
In economic terms, the land had to be exploited with as much profit 
as possible to the crown; in terms of patronage, it was important for 
the king to have as much control as possible over the admission of 
tenants to leases of royal demesne. Royal officers, servants, 
familiares and other  favoured individuals might secure advantageous 
leases of profitable lands, and the granting of leases to members of 
the various kindreds and banded allegiances was likewise a matter of 
patronage to be treated with due consideration‘.14  
Chalmers highlighted three main ways by which a royal lease might be obtained:  
by direct approach to the king, through a lawsuit or entry in the rental by the 
comptroller and crown lands commissioners. He noted of the first route that 
‗direct approach to the king might take the form of petitioning the king or 
council, although it seems likely that many applicants made less formal 
overtures such as an audience with the king or the exercise of influence by a 
patron at court or on the council‘. The second route was when a lease was 
ordered by the judicial council, and the third, and most common, route was to 
approach the comptroller or other members of the king‘s council who had been 
appointed as crown lands commissioners.15 Therefore, leases of crown land were 
granted as a result of formal or informal approaches to the king and his council. 
Those leasing land from the king included those at the very top of the household 
hierarchy, such as lord Hume, royal chamberlain.  Many of those who were paid 
a fee from the comptroller, like Andrew Doull, servant of the stable, also at one 
point or another leased lands from the royal demesne. The lease of crown lands 
was often tangibly linked to an individual‘s service in the household. The case of 
                                         
14  Chalmers, King’s Council, p. 106. 
15  Chalmers, King’s Council, p. 106-7. 
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Robert Douglas, servant in the wine cellar, illustrates this. Robert Douglas was 
paid 6 marks as a servant in the wine cellar in surviving comptroller‘s accounts 
between 1495 and 1510.16 Douglas is only listed in one surviving rental, that of 
Galloway for July 1500. This shows that Douglas held the lands of greater and 
lesser Almornes in Galloway for a term of three years for £12 a year and a 
grassum, or entry fee, of £18 a year, along with customary services.17 In other 
rentals, the lands of Almornes were included in a bundle of lands leased to 
Edward Maxwell of Tinwald.18 However, it would appear that Robert Douglas was 
still the de facto tenant. An entry in the account of the chamberlain of Galloway 
in the exchequer rolls for 1506 shows that he was remitted the annual payment 
of £12 for the lands of Almornes.19 Indeed, the rental of Galloway for February 
1518 indicates that the lands were in Robert Douglas‘s hands until his death at 
Flodden.20 
Robert Douglas received several other payments and allowances in the accounts 
of Galloway over the course of the reign, some expressly connected to Almornes. 
An examination of these reveals connections between leasing land in the royal 
demesne and service in the household in three ways. Firstly, the payment of a 
fee to Robert Douglas in the chamberlain of Galloway‘s account for 1495, which 
stipulated that it was to be the first of seven such payments, of 20 marks for his 
‗fideli servicio‘, overlaps with his payment of 6 marks in fee and 35s in 
provender in the comptroller‘s account for the same period.21 An entry in the 
account for 1499 specifies that this payment for fee and provender for Robert 
                                         
16  ‗Accounts of Sir Duncan Forestar‘, p. 66; Murray, ‗Exchequer and Crown Revenue‘, appendix 
p. 76. 
17  ER, XI, p. 451. 
18  ER, XII, p. 650. 
19  ER, XII, p. 460; the same arrangement from 1505 shows that this is Robert Douglas ‗in cellario 
regis‘ being referred to – ER, XII, p. 351. 
20  At that point the lease had transferred to master David Douglas and George Douglas, son of 
Robert – ER, XIV, p. 481. 
21  ER, X, p. 519; ‗Accounts of Sir Duncan Forestar‘, pp. 66, 67. 
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Douglas, ‗second person in the lord king‘s wine cellar‘,22 nominally made by the 
comptroller, was made out of the account of the chamberlain of Galloway.23 
Secondly, there are payments from the chamberlain of Galloway‘s account for 
Douglas‘s expenses and labours in the service of the king. The first such 
payment, from 1499, specifies that this came out of the ferme payments for his 
lease in Almornes, essentially as a reduction. The entry was also more specific 
than many similar entries, noting that Douglas was paid £4 10s for his labours 
and expenses ‗in service of the king, done in Inverness and in other parts of the 
kingdom‘.24 This was, then, a payment made in Douglas‘s locality for service in 
different locations around the kingdom, and specifically in Inverness, as part of 
the peripatetic court.25 Thirdly, in some years, the account of the chamberlain 
of Galloway shows that the whole annual ferme of Almornes (£12) was remitted 
to Robert Douglas.26 The chamberlain‘s account of 1505 gives a particularly 
striking indication of the coexistence of all these types of payments.27  It lists 
three different payments and allowances to Robert Douglas. Firstly, he was paid 
£4 10s for his labours in the service of the king and the wages of his ‗verleti‘. 
After this, he was remitted the whole £12 annual ferme payment of Almornes, 
with the entry referring to him as ‗in cellario regis‘. Lastly, there was a payment 
of £4 9s to John Stirling the comptroller, followed by a payment to the new 
comptroller James Reddoch of 40s, this account covering a change of 
comptrollers, for the fee and provender of Douglas.28 All of these types of 
payment, at one point or another, note Douglas‘s position ‗in cellario‘.29 
Thus, the example of Robert Douglas shows that payments of fees and provender 
allowances recorded by the comptroller‘s accounts are not always a true 
                                         
22  ‗secunde persone in cellario vini domini regis‘. 
23  ER, XI, p. 190; there are some inconsistencies in the records of the chamberlain of Galloway 
over the value of Douglas‘s fee. For instance, a payment for only half a year in the 
chamberlain‘s account for 1499 was £3 15s, when the full year was £4 35s - ER, XI, p. 192. 
24
  ‘in servicio regis factis infra Inverness et aliis regni partibus’. 
25  ER, XI, p. 193. 
26  ER, XII, pp. 351, 460, 569; ER, XIII, pp. 133, 262, 470, 535. 
27  ER, XII, p. 351. 
28  This payment does not exactly match the usual payment of 6 marks in fee and 35s in 
provender that is recorded in the comptroller‘s accounts. 
29  ER, XI, p. 190; ER, XII, pp. 17, 351; ER, XIII, pp. 133, 262, 470, 535. 
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reflection of the rewards a member of the household might receive in 
connection with his service in the household – the wording of these payments 
differs, but they all at one point or another connect Douglas‘s remuneration to 
his position in the wine cellar, even if elsewhere they refer to service more 
vaguely. Also, it reveals the complex and inconsistent nature of rewards to 
servants of the household – though the comptroller‘s accounts generally show a 
consistent series of payments to household officers, this supplementary evidence 
shows a more fluid arrangement.  
Evidence for Robert Douglas also shows that the leasing of royal lands by 
household servants could be intimately connected to membership of the 
household. The payments for his labours and expenses and the cost of 
subordinates in some cases identify his position in the wine cellar and also in 
some cases specify that the payment was made from the fermes of Douglas‘s 
lease in Almornes. In some cases they even make it clear that these payments 
were in relation to service in the peripatetic court. In other years, however, 
these payments must have been paid from other parts of the income of 
Galloway, because they appear alongside remissions to Douglas for the whole 
value of his annual ferme payment for his lease in Almornes, and these 
remissions also usually state Douglas‘s position in the cellar. Likewise, the 
accounts of the chamberlain of Galloway reveal that the payment of fee and 
provender recorded to Robert Douglas in the comptroller‘s accounts was often, 
if not always, in fact provided for in the accounts of Galloway. This shows that 
Douglas was remunerated in connection with his service in the household 
directly from his lease-holding in Galloway, but also that other payments 
connected with his service in the household, including his fee, were made, if not 
from the lease itself, then from the financial jurisdiction in which the lease was 
situated. Thus Douglas‘s service to the itinerant royal centre was rewarded in 
the locality in which he rented land from the king, and his lease itself was used 
as a means of rewarding him. 
Andrew Dodds, who was paid a fee of 4 marks as a servant in the wine cellar in 
the comptroller‘s account for 1491-2, also leased crown land.30 He entered into 
                                         
30  ER, X, p. 377. 
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a lease of the lands of Bridgend in Kilmarnock in 1490.31 The lease was for an 
unusually long period of nine years. The commission of crown lands for the same 
year granted the commissioners ‗oure ful pouer and speciale mandment to sett 
all and sindri oure landis that ar or beis lacuhfullie fundin vakand in ony vise for 
the termez of five yeris or thre yeris or schorter‘.32 Trevor Chalmers noted that 
for leases of longer terms than the commissioners had a mandate to grant, 
‗Direct approach to the king appears to have been customary‘.33 Thus the term 
of this lease suggests that its holder had a degree of influence and access at 
court. More explicitly, in the record of Dodds‘s entry to Bridgend, the grassum 
and entry fee were remitted ‗because he is a familiar of the household‘.34 Thus, 
the lease was for an unusually generous length that indicates a direct approach 
to the king, and it gave Dodds a significant discount by remitting his grassum and 
entry because of his membership of the household. The lease may even have 
been set up as a form of remuneration for household service. Entries in the 
accounts of the chamberlain of Kilmarnock for 1490 and 1491 show the annual 
ferme of Bridgend – amounting to 53s 4d, 4 muttons and 4 ‗bolls‘ of malt – was 
remitted to Dodds as his fee.35 The ferme, therefore, was remitted from the 
beginning of Dodds‘s lease, suggesting that the lease was made with Dodds‘s 
reward for household service in mind. 
Rentals of crown lands also reveal geographical clusters of members of the 
household, and in no area more starkly than in the lordship of Menteith. To take 
the rental of Menteith for 1502 as an example, of the 86 individuals or pairs of 
individuals – with married couples or fathers and sons sometimes leasing land 
together – leasing land or rights associated with land in Menteith, ten share 
names with individuals listed somewhere in either the comptroller‘s accounts or 
the 1508 bill of household.36 These names cannot always be firmly attributed to 
the same people, and only once is an individual‘s office in the household 
                                         
31  ER, X, p. 663. 
32  ER, X, pp. 663-4. 
33  Chalmers, King’s Council, p. 106. 
34  ‗quia est familiaris domicilii‘ - ER, X, p. 663. 
35  ER, X, pp. 161, 272; boll was a measure of grain that varied by commodity and from region to 
region. 
36  ER, XII, pp. 631-5. 
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actually named in this rental – John Kinloch, ‗janitori‘.37 However, seven of the 
ten can be identified with a reasonable degree of certainty.38 Seven to ten 
individuals out of 86 is a significant number, but the presence of members of the 
household is even more significant when we consider the values of the land they 
leased. Parcels of land in the account ranged from lands leased for less than £1 
to lands leased for 20 marks (£13 6s 8d).39  
The prominence of some members of the household is demonstrated by the 
different values of the leases in Menteith. The lands of Cessintully were divided 
up into 25 portions amongst 24 or 25 different individuals or pairs of individuals. 
All but three of these were for a payment of £2 or less. This and other such small 
portions of land account for many of the individuals in the rental, whereas 
members of the household were amongst the largest landowners in the area. 
Two of them were Archibald Edmonston of Duntreath and his son and heir 
William. The lands of Boquhapple, held by William Edmonston, were let for £13 
6s 8d alone, and both William and his father held several other valuable leases in 
the area.40 James Doig, likewise, held several lands of comparatively high value, 
such as Ernlaw and the Kip at a value of £10.41 Thus, in terms of the values of 
lands held, these three men, all members of the household, were the most 
prominent lessees of crown land in Menteith. 
Non-household Office-holding 
Aside from holding land or leasing land from the king, the impact of members of 
the household on the world outside of the itinerant court can also be found in 
the non-household royal offices held by many of them. Such office-holding is 
found in the well-known careers of some of the leading political figures of the 
reign. Patrick Hepburn, first earl of Bothwell, for instance, whose official 
position in the household according to the bill of household was as admiral and 
lord temporal, was also warden of the west and middle marches, while 
                                         
37  ER, XII, p. 631; named household offices also appear in other rentals. 
38  Archibald Edmonsotune of Duntreath and his two sons William and James, Henry Shaw, 
knight, John Kinloch, James Doig and James Reddoch. 
39  ER, XII, pp. 631, 633. 
40  ER, XII, p. 631. 
41  ER, XII, p. 633. 
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Alexander second lord Hume, royal chamberlain and lord temporal on the bill of 
household, was warden of the east March.42 The overlap between household 
office-holding and non-household office-holding penetrated far below this top 
level of the governmental elite. Archibald Edmonston of Duntreath‘s career in 
royal service gives a good indication of the range of offices a royal servant could 
accumulate over the course of the reign. He was the king‘s butler from 1495 or 
earlier to 1503, and over the course of the reign he also served as auditor of the 
exchequer, steward of Menteith, keeper of Doune castle, keeper of the forests 
of Menteith and forester of Glenfinglas.43 As we have already seen, Edmonston 
had the lease of royal lands in Menteith, and was the laird of Duntreath, also in 
this area of the kingdom. 
Edmonston is recorded as keeper of Doune castle from 1489 to 1502, the year 
before he died.44  Edmonston had the fermes of several royal lands in Menteith 
under his control for the keeping of the castle.45 His duties in this office appear 
to have included, on occasion, care of members of the royal family. In 1495 he 
was paid £26 13s 4d for having the king‘s younger brother, James Duke of Ross, 
in Doune castle with him for 20 days.46 It appears that one of the king‘s 
illegitimate children was also kept there during the period of Edmonston‘s 
keepership in 1501 and 1502, though the records are not precise about the 
location of the child.47 An entry in the treasurer‘s accounts also indicates that 
the king passed through Doune in July 1502, though it does not indicate whether 
the king stayed in the castle or not.48 
Edmonston‘s duties as keeper of the forest of Menteith placed him in a similar 
position in relation to the itinerant household as his role as keeper of Doune 
castle did. This was a position that Edmonston held from, as far as records show, 
                                         
42  Macdougall, James IV, pp. 65, 91; NAS E34/1. 
43  ‗Accounts of Sir Duncan Forestar‘, pp. 66; ER, X, pp. 81, 536; ER, XI, pp. 159, 163, 362*; ER, 
XII, pp. 182; ER, XII, p. 145. 
44  ER, X, p. 81; ER, XII, pp. 29, 631. 
45  ER, XI, pp. 35, 86, 159, 415. 
46  ER, X, p. 501 -  the entry is specific about the two being in the castle at the same time, 
noting that the Duke was ‗apud castrum de Down cum dicto Archibaldo‘. 
47  TA, II, pp. 44, 145, 151: for instance, an entry in the treasurer‘s accounts from June 1502 
refers to the ‗wif in Down that kepis the barne‘. 
48  TA, II, p. 155. 
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1498 to his death in 1503.49 Edmonston was also described as keeper of the 
forest of Glenfinglas in the rental of Menteith for 1502, which might have been a 
subset of his duties as keeper of the forest of Menteith. It is at any rate 
apparently not just an interchangeable term with keeper of the forest of 
Menteith, because it came with different benefits than were associated with the 
broader title.50 James IV had a hunt hall in Glenfinglas, and made frequent 
sojourns to it over the course of the reign.51  Edmonston apparently had an 
association with this hunt hall from very early in the reign, as the payment of a 
bill for building and repairs at the hunt hall from August 1488 shows.52 Thus 
Edmonston‘s duties as keeper of the forest in Menteith would have been likely to 
bring him into contact with the itinerant court on these occasions. However, 
because of the obligations of his role as keeper of the forest, Edmonston had to 
keep in contact with the court even when he was apart from it. An entry in the 
chamberlain of Menteith‘s accounts for 1499 stipulates that Edmonston had to 
send game and venison to the king when strangers and ambassadors came to the 
court.53  
Edmonston also played some part, at least nominally, in royal financial 
administration. In the account of Haddington for 1495 he is named as a lord 
auditor of the exchequer, and in 1501 an account of Edmonston‘s as steward of 
Menteith was rendered at the exchequer.54 Edmonston, therefore, had offices in 
royal service. He held an office in the household, he was the keeper of a castle 
and of a royal forest, and he also participated in royal financial administration. 
His non-household office-holding served as a bridge between his local interests 
in Menteith and his position at court. They brought him into contact with the 
court when it came to Doune or Glenfinglas; they brought him to the court on 
                                         
49  ER, XI, pp. 159, 163; ER, XII, p. 145. 
50  ER, XII, p. 635 - his fee as keeper of the forest of Glenfinglas was deducted from the fermes 
of Buchquhidder in Menteith. 
51  John Gilbert, ‗Hunting and Hunting Reserves‘, p. 79. 
52  TA, I, p. 93; This payment was made during a royal hunting trip – Macdougall, James IV, p. 55. 
53  ER, XI, pp. 159, 163;  - between 1497 and 1501 the treasurer‘s accounts record seven gifts 
sent by Edmonstone to the king: two deliveries of cheese, a hart, a pike, an unidentified 
present and two separate presents of venison. The hart was apparently sent straight on to the 
Archbishop of Glasgow, and therefore apparently not intended for foreign visitors. Whether 
the gifts of venison were used for such a purpose or were more general offerings is not clear - 
TA, I, pp. 360, 361, 386; TA, II, pp. 112, 130. 
54  ER, X, p. 536. 
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administrative business; and, as part of his duties, he had to send meat to the 
court, in part to help in entertain foreign visitors. In the case of someone like 
Edmonston, it is not easy to say whether the non-household offices stemmed 
from attachment to the court, or whether the broader service to the king led to 
appointment in the household. Either way, it is clear that service in the locality 
and in the royal centre were inextricably linked for Edmonston. 
Alexander Elphinstone is another member of the household who held posts both 
in financial administration and in keeping royal property, and his career is an 
example of a royal servant rising from a position in the household to non-
household office and, ultimately, the peerage. In the bill of household for 1508, 
Elphinstone was listed as a squire of attendance, and payments in the 
treasurer‘s accounts suggest he was in this position well before 1508.55 
Elphinstone became chamberlain of Stirlingshire at some point between August 
1507 and July 1508, and around the same time he became keeper of Stirling 
Castle.56 As well as taking over the offices of Andrew Ayton in Stirlingshire, he 
also took over some of the lands Ayton had leased from the king. Alexander 
Elphinstone was the heir to John Elphinstone of that ilk, and he had lands in 
Strathdee and Cromar that were created into a free barony, to which other lands 
which he held in feu-ferme were added, along with rights to Kildrummy castle. 
He inherited Elphinstone by sasine in 1508, and in 1510 he was created the first 
lord of Elphinstone at the baptism of Prince Arthur.57 Several payments in the 
treasurer‘s accounts between 1503 to February 1508 show Elphinstone appearing 
in the capacity we would expect for a member of the household in company with 
the king, paying another man‘s servant on the king‘s behalf, or lending the king 
money to gamble at cards.58  From around the time of the last of these entries 
there is a payment to him for building work at Stirling, in his capacity as captain 
                                         
55  He appears in clothing accounts paid by the treasurer alongside other squires of attendance 
from the 1508 bill as early as 1502 - TA, II, p. 57. 
56  ER, XIII, p. 21 - This account names both Elphinstone and Andrew Aytoun, the previous 
chamberlain, as chamberlains, suggesting that the transition took place during this period . 
Aytoun had also been keeper of Stirling Castle. 
57  ER, XIII, p. 658; RSS, I, no. 1984. 
58  TA, II, p. 309; TA, III, p. 335; TA, IV, p. 46. 
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of Stirling castle, and thereafter his name appears only twice in the treasurer‘s 
accounts.59 
Elphinstone‘s role at court seems to have changed with his change in status in 
terms of land, title and office between 1508 and 1510, and it is clear that his 
office-holding in Stirlingshire must have drawn him away from the court. It is not 
possible to say to what extent his rise between 1508 and 1510 can be attributed 
to his service in the household, and therefore whether his office-holding resulted 
from it. It is interesting to note that the offices and lands that Elphinstone 
acquired in 1508 had been in the hands of Andrew Ayton, another squire in the 
household. In this sense Elphinstone‘s office-holding is different to Archibald 
Edmonston‘s. Edmonston held offices and leased lands in the vicinity of his 
patrimony in Duntreath. Elphinstone‘s freeholdings, on the other hand, were in 
the north-east. The similarity is that both men held offices within the regular 
ambit of the king, which would have allowed both men to carry out the duties of 
their non-household office and still regularly appear at court. It would appear, in 
Elphinstone‘s case, that service at court was at least part of the reason for his 
being awarded offices located within the royal stamping ground. 
Edmonston and Elphinstone combined the keeperships of royal castles and parks 
with offices in the financial administration of the royal demesne, but there were 
others whose office-holding was concentrated within one of these areas. 
Alexander McCulloch of Myreton and Patrick Crichton of Cranston-Riddell, for 
instance, held keeperships of royal castles and lands but were not financial 
administrators. As well as being pantler in the royal household, Patrick Crichton 
was master ranger of the ward of Tweed from the beginning of the reign to 
1499, and keeper of Edinburgh castle from 1494 to the end of the reign.60 In this 
capacity he was, at different times, responsible for looking after the royal 
children as well as keeping prisoners, and these duties would have taken him 
away from the itinerant court while keeping him near to its usual circuit.61 A 
letter of exemption under the Privy Seal of 1512 shows how the king used 
                                         
59  TA, IV, pp. 102, 317, 529. 
60  ER, X, pp. 12, 505; ER, XIII, p. 524. 
61  In this capacity he was paid, in 1505, £100 for keeping the king‘s illegitmate daughter 
Margaret Stewart ‗and with hir Marjory Lindesay and the Moris and servandis, for ane zeir‘ – 
TA, III, pp. lxxxv, 175; He was also paid for keeping several Scottish and English prisoners in 
the castle in 1502 – ER, XII, p. 35. 
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Alexander McCulloch of Myreton, by then captain of Linlithgow palace, and his 
following as a bodyguard for his newly born heir.62 It exempted McCulloch and 
‗his brether, and all his kyn, surname, freyndis, men, tennedis, firmarararis, 
familiaris and servandis‘ from the jurisdiction of sherrif of Wigtown and the 
steward of Kirkcudbright, because McCulloch had to occupy the palace, with the 
queen and the heir therein, and remained  under the king‘s command in 
continual service and could ‗not depart thairfra‘. The letter also exempted 
McCulloch and his followers from ‗wapinschawingis‘– which were called to ensure 
that men for the king‘s army were properly equipped - and musters, meaning 
that an armed force could stay with the queen and heir.63 The duties of Patrick 
Crichton and Alexander McCulloch show that they had important responsibilities 
which kept them tied to a location that, whilst within the regular circuit of the 
court, would often keep them away from the court as it moved around the 
kingdom. 
James Reddoch, who served as comptroller and steward of the household over 
the course of the reign, held non-household offices primarily concerned with the 
financial administration of crown lands. Reddoch was paid a fee in the surviving 
comptroller‘s accounts from 1495, but he had apparently been steward of the 
household previously, before July 1490, at which point he was referred to as 
previously having been steward, and was steward again by June 1494.64 He was 
steward in 1512, but because the name of the steward of the household is not 
given in surviving comptroller‘s accounts after 1503, though the fee for the 
office was still paid, it is difficult to know if his service as steward was 
continuous throughout this period.65 Reddoch was also comptroller from 1505-8 
and from 1512-13.66 Alongside these duties he served as Chamberlain of Menteith 
for most of the reign, from 1488 to at least 1510, and Chamberlain of Strathearn 
for a period near the beginning of the reign.67 His duties as comptroller and 
                                         
62  RSS, I, no. 2430. 
63  ‗Wapinschawings‘ are discussed in Alexander Grant, ‗Aspects of National Consciousness in 
Medieval Scotland‘ in Claus Bjørn, Alexander Grant and Keith J. Stringer (eds.), Nations, 
Nationalism and Patriotism in the European Past (Copenhagen: Academic Press, 1994), pp. 
68-95. 
64  ER, X, pp. 185, 329. 
65  ER, XIII, p. 435. 
66  Murray, ‗Exchequer and Crown Revenue‘, appendix p. 99. 
67  ER, X, pp., 41, 42, 318; ER, X, p. 321. 
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steward neatly overlapped – the two offices were responsible for different ends 
of fundamentally the same business in the financial administration of the royal 
household. Likewise, his duties as comptroller and as chamberlain of Menteith 
and Strathearn overlapped - the comptroller was at the centre of crown lands 
commissions, and as chamberlain in Menteith and Strathearn he was overseeing 
the administration of crown land at a more localised level. Thus Reddoch‘s 
administrative duties in these localities were a logical counterpart to his duties 
as a member of the royal household, and this overlap must have contributed to 
the smooth running of the administration of crown lands. More specifically, as 
we have seen, Menteith was one region where there was a high concentration of 
members of the household as royal tenants, including Reddoch himself, and this 
created a point of contact between him and other household tenants in Menteith 
that mirrored their connections as part of the royal household. 
Members of the household were also prominent in the rentals of, and in non-
household offices, in Strathearn, Methven, Stirlingshire, Ettrick, Linlithgowshire 
and Fife, but less so in the more far-flung regions of the king‘s property such as 
Galloway and Ross. The prominence of members of the household in these areas 
is revealing about the nature of the itinerant court and the world it inhabited. 
As discussed previously, members of the household came and went from the 
court as it made its way around the kingdom. The records for leases of crown 
lands show that members of the household were a significant presence in the 
crown lands in or near the king‘s usual circuit of Stirling, Linlithgow and 
Edinburgh, and that many of them held non-household offices in these areas. 
This meant it was easy for members of the household to attend the court whilst 
performing the duties of their non-household offices or seeing to the lands they 
rented in these areas. It also meant there was a framework of household 
servants in the lands most commonly occupied by the itinerant court. In this 
way, members of the household acted as a permanent marker of the stamping 
ground of the royal court, even when the court was not in their vicinity. 
The Language of Household in the Register of the Great Seal 
Another way of exploring the relationship between membership of the household 
and wider society is to look at the language used in the Register of the Great 
Seal. The register is not a comprehensive record of patronage, as Trevor 
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Chalmers has made clear.68  What was registered only pertained to some types 
of royal patronage: by the time of James IV‘s reign, much of the business of 
royal patronage was carried out using other seals or forms of letter and bypassed 
the Great Seal. Much significant business still passed through the Great Seal, 
however, including ‗important grants of land, powers and office, and all gifts 
intended to be heritable in perpetuity‘, grants both in blanchferme and ward-
holding and in feuferme.69 Gifts such as ‗grants of pension or of the ward and 
marriage of a crown tenant-in-chief, remissions, many licenses and some 
commissions, generally took the form of ‗letters‘ (litere)‘, shorter and simpler 
documents without a witness list, which were less regularly and consistently 
recorded in the Register of the Great Seal.  In James IV‘s reign, most of the 
charters recorded in the register did not directly relate to the exercise of royal 
patronage‘.  Rather, many were confirmations of private dispositions, 
conveyancing in the form of charters of resignation and charters of apprising.70  
This is, therefore, not an examination of patronage as a whole. Furthermore, 
patronage under the Great Seal included hereditary freeholdings, and such 
grants or confirmations were naturally subject to rights and expectations that 
the king could not easily defy, so it would be mistaken to see these grants as a 
form of patronage that could be shaped entirely according to the king‘s will. 
Rather, the king and his government‘s will often had to bend itself around a 
range of interests and rights. Rights and interests varied from case to case and 
individual to individual, and historians have demonstrated some of the stories of 
individuals, families and feuds that can be told through an intricate analysis of 
such evidence. As such, it would be naïve to argue that an act of patronage 
under the great seal, even when it conferred substantial benefits upon the 
recipient, was simply a reflection of royal favour. Likewise, even if we accept 
that an individual case does reflect royal favour, it is much harder to argue that 
it is a reward for service in the household. 
                                         
68  He noted that it was compiled ‗from original great seal letters submitted for registration 
often months and sometimes years after the date of the grant, and entries were seemingly 
made at the behest of the title owner: despite royal and statutory encouragement, it is clear 
that many Great Seal letters, including formal charters, were never registered‘ - Chalmers, 
‗The King‘s Council‘, p. 29. 
69  Chalmers, ‗The King‘s Council‘, p. 32. 
70  Ibid., p. 32. 
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What the Register of the Great Seal provides is a set of evidence that reflects a 
combination of how the recipients of royal patronage wished to be styled in 
documents, which often concerned very significant manifestations of their power 
and status in localities around Scotland, and the writing practices of the clerks 
of the royal chancery. The register was not written for the archival use of 
chancery itself. Rather, documents were entered into it on behalf of the 
recipients of Great Seal letters, ‗encouraged by royal policy aimed at improving 
the quality of evidence produced in judgement‘.71 Chalmers also emphasised 
that a range of different letters was available to meet different needs, and 
‗more solemn, durable‘ documents under the Great Seal came at a greater 
clerical and sealing cost.72 Also, clerks appear to have been broadly consistent in 
the way they recorded documents in it, and therefore it offers a large and 
coherent body of evidence in which there is much use of language relating to the 
household. This, then, is primarily an examination of how much the language 
and the idea of the household penetrated into these expensive and often lasting 
records of grants and letters concerning the property and rights that were often 
core to the status and power of individuals who were demonstrably a formal part 
of the royal household. This language will be analysed in four areas: the 
language of service and favour, the language of household membership, the 
language of membership of groups encompassed by the household, and the 
language of specific household offices. Lastly, it will consider how a residual 
association to the household could exist in these documents even when an 
individual was not a named member of the the household according to the 
criteria outlined in the previous chapters. This analysis reveals that, while 
membership of the household was often also only a secondary consideration in 
the distribution of patronage for many, for others it was central. 
Service and Favour 
The formal language of service, favour and loyalty proliferates in documents 
issued under the Great Seal.  The types of services referred to include, but go 
far beyond, household service alone. Indeed, the service referred to could take 
part at a considerable geographical distance from the king, as when Henry ‗de 
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72  Ibid., p. 45. 
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Borsalia‘ was granted the lordship of Lauderdale for ‗humanitate‘ to merchants 
overseas.73 For the most part, references to service in these documents do not 
specify what type of service. The phrase pro ejus servitio or pro ejus fideli 
servitio is used widely within documents under the Great Seal as a reason for 
making grants. Often, the presence of an office or occupational descriptor 
suggests what type of service this might have been, but these documents were 
written to a formula so the presence of the phrase may not be referring to any 
specific service at all.74 
In some cases the reference to service was more elaborate or more specific. For 
instance, sometimes reference was made to specific or general service in times 
of war, as when in March 1504 the king confirmed and newly granted to Andrew 
Wood the lands of Largo for his service in times of peace and war past, and for 
building, keeping and guarding the castle of Dunbar against English attack.75 At 
the beginning of the reign Agnes Preston, the king‘s nurse, was rewarded, along 
with her son, with the lands and manor of Drumcorse in the sheriffdom of 
Linlithgow for her great labours in nursing, educating and guarding the the 
person of the king during his childhood.76 However, when service is mentioned in 
more detail it appears, often, to be for exceptional services, for which the 
individual received the exceptional reward of a grant of land. Clearly this 
precludes much of the ordinary service of members of the household. What 
these more specific descriptions of service do show, though, is that the general 
references to service that are made in many grants to household officers were 
not necessarily hollow formalities and may have referred to household service, 
which was not described simply because of its unexceptional nature. 
Language of favour is also used throughout the Register of the Great Seal, often 
in grants to members of the household. This is usually expressed with the phrase 
pro singularis favor or pro specialis favor. This language was used in charters to 
                                         
73  RMS, II, no. 3165. 
74  Peter Gouldesbrough, Formulary of Old Scots Legal Documents (Edinburgh: The Stair Society, 
1985), p. 40. 
75  ‗pro servitio tam tempore pacis quam guerre impenso, et in edificatione, tentione et custodia 
castri de Dunbar, tempore quo exercitus et classis Anglie per mare venit pro insidione et 
captione castri antedicti‘ - RMS, II, no. 2775. 
76  ‗magna assidaque diligentia et cura, indefessique laboribus eidem regi per eandem Agnetem 
in nutritione, educatione, et custodia sue persone regie in teneris annis impensis‘ - RMS, II, 
no. 1796. 
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burghs, religious institutions and individuals including, but not limited to, 
members of the household. There are some uses of such language that are very 
clearly formulaic. For example, letters raising towns into free burghs in barony 
follow a very specific formula. Such a letter concerning Dunkeld from June 1513 
serves as an example. It stated that Dunkeld was to be raised into a free burgh 
for devotion to St Columba and ‗pro speciali favore‘ towards George, former 
bishop of Dunkeld.77 Near the beginning of the reign, in 1490, a document raising 
Duns into a free burgh of barony used very similar language, and this wording is 
followed very closely on other, similar grants. 78 The use of pro singularis favor 
in other grants appears to be less strictly formulaic, appearing in a variety of 
grants. Though this includes many members of the household, the language does 
not appear to relate in any direct way to membership of the household. 
Familiari 
If the language of service and favour are unpromising sources of evidence, 
another word that is used frequently in letters under the Great Seal is familiari, 
the dative form of familiaris. It had a far closer, if not a direct, relationship to 
membership of the household. One of the usages of this word was to denote a 
household or royal household and its members, and it was one of the terms used 
for the household in the accounts of the comptroller.79 In the historiography of 
this period the term ‗familiar‘ has been commonly used to describe the king‘s 
intimate circle in a non-institutional sense – Norman Macdougall used it, as did 
the sixteenth century sources he scrutinised, in his analysis of the black legend 
surrounding James III, and Ranald Nicholson used it in a discussion of James IV‘s 
familiars.80 Nicholson addressed issues surrounding the term ‗familiar‘ in the 
light of the controversy surrounding the familiars of James III: 
These were the men whom Pitscottie styled the king‘s ‗secreit 
servandis or cubecularis‘, whom Lesley thought were the ‗unworthy 
vyle persouns‘ who were the king‘s ‗counsallouris‘, and whom modern 
historians have pejoratively designated as ‗favourites‘. A short 
contemporary chronicle, with more reticence, described them as 
                                         
77  RMS, II, no. 3852. 
78  RMS, II, no. 1937. 
79  ER, XI, p. 248; The Scots word ‗familiar‘ has a much more general meaning, denoting 
intimacy and closeness rather than simply membership of a household institution. 
80  ‗Accounts of Sir Duncan Forestar‘, p. 67. 
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members of the king‘s household; James himself usually called them 
his ‗familiars‘. Up to the summer of 1482 this term was applied in 
official records to over twenty persons, of whom most, including 
William Roger, were styled familiar esquires, some, including James 
Hommyl, as familiar servants, and some as familiar clerks […] Most of 
the familiars probably had official duties in the royal household, and 
these are occasionally mentioned: one familiar esquire was a member 
of the royal guard, William Roger was probably clerk of the spices, 
and one familiar clerk nicknamed ‗Stobo‘ (perhaps the author of The 
Thre Prestis of Peblis) was a scribe employed in writing letters to the 
pope and foreign potentates‘.81 
Guido Guerzoni has examined the use of familia in the courts of the Este family 
in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, noting that  
two different senses and uses of the terms coexisted: in some cases, 
especially in the ecclesiastical sphere, familia was used in the 
broader sense as a synonym for court, including all the various 
subjects from the most noble to the most humble – whether clerics or 
lay – who were constantly in domestic service to the personage. In 
other cases, the word identified a restricted elite of courtiers, who 
were in fact called familiari, familiares, famulantes, and had the 
benefit of special treatment which was also supported juridically.82 
Looking at the familia of Roger de Quincy in the thirteenth century, Grant G. 
Simpson defines the term familiares in more informal terms than Nicholson, 
noting that it covered only some of those who were formally part of the 
household, but also writing of the familia that its ‗composition is fluctuating and 
its members are frequently mobile‘.83  
In the context of the reign of James IV, Nicholson saw the title of ‗familiar‘ as a 
formal designation, noting of Ross of Montgrennan that by ‗a charter issued in 
January 1489 he was restored to some of his forfeited lands; by November 1490 
he was a royal familiar and received back the lands of Montgrennan‘.84 He also 
sees royal familiars as a group that can be formally defined and quantified, 
                                         
81  Nicholson, Later Middle Ages, p. 502. 
82  Guido Guerzoni, ‗Familia, corte, casa. The Este Case in Fifteenth-Sixteenth Century‘ in 
Werner Paravicini (ed.), La Cour de Bourgogne et l’Europe: Le Rayonnement et les Limites 
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84  He noted of Ross of Montgrennan, for instance, that by ‗a charter issued in January 1489 he 
was restored to some of his forfeited lands; by November 1490 he was a royal familiar and 
received back the lands of Montgrennan‘ – Nicholson, Later Middle Ages, p. 538. 
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noting that they were ‗eventually more than fifty in number‘ under James IV. 
However, this formal group was apparently not coterminous with the household, 
in Nicholson‘s view, because he wrote that only some of them held office in the 
household.85 He also offered a definition of familiars as ‗the courtiers most 
regularly in attendance upon the king‘.86 Nicholson defines a ‗familiar‘, 
therefore, echoing some uses of the Latin term familia in contemporary Italy 
and medieval Scotland, as a member of a formally defined group that 
overlapped, but was not coterminous, with the household, and who was in 
regular attendance upon the king.  
An examination of the Register of the Great Seal reveals more about this term, 
and demonstrates how it contributed to an understanding of the connection 
between land-holding and membership of the household. It shows that in James 
IV‘s Scotland, familiari was used to refer to those who were part of the 
household on the basis that they received a fee from the comptroller or 
allowances in the bill of household. It was also used to refer more broadly to a 
group of individuals that saw the value of highlighting an association with the 
idea of the household. Doing so in documents in the Register of the Great Seal, 
which was the end-point in the process of bureaucracy relating to royal 
patronage, shows that membership of the household was formally tied to the 
holding of land and other rights, including land held in perpetuity, around the 
kingdom.  In the register itself this association was recorded only at the centre 
of royal administration, but it also appeared in charters issued by the king or 
between his subjects, and this must have cemented the idea that such men held 
their land as, among other things, members of, or individuals associated with, 
the king‘s household. 
Knights and Squires 
Looking at usages of the term familiaris in more detail shows that individuals 
were often more precisely located within this broad overall conception of the 
household, with terms such as familiaris servitori, familiaris regis clericus, 
familiaris sui miles, familiaris armiger and familiaris along with a specific 
office. Familiaris servitor was a term that was applied very broadly to servants 
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of the king. There is no clear distinction in its use between those whom we find 
named on the comptroller‘s accounts and the bill of household, with about half 
in each category. Those described in this way also include a varied range of 
individuals not named on the bill, from Robert Borthwick, known for making 
guns, and Walter Chepman, known for his printing press, to Andrew Wood of 
Largo, the famous seaman.87 There is also no clear pattern for the types of 
grants in which this language was used, with the same terminology used in the 
confirmation of a charter through which Walter Chepman made a grant to the 
collegiate church of St Giles as was used in a grant to William Drummond alias 
Spicehouse of the lands of Croftweit.88 This is perhaps unsurprising given that 
the phrase pro ejus fideli servitio was also widely used. 
There are also two phrases referring to members of the knightly class that occur 
frequently – familiaris armiger and familiaris miles. The fundamental question 
regarding these terms is whether they simply refer to members of the household 
who were also knights or squires, or whether they refer to a specific office in 
the household. The bill of household offers an example of these terms denoting 
a formal position within the household, with its lists of knights and squires of 
attendance.  Twenty-eight men are referred to as familiar armiger in the 
Register of the Great Seal, but the use of the term for these men is not 
consistent across the reign.89 Sometimes it appears that this can be attributed to 
an actual change in the status of the individual. Patrick Crichton of Cranston-
Riddell, for instance, where he is addressed in terms that include familiaris, is 
addressed in letters from 1490 and 1494 as ‗familiari armigero suo‘,90 but from 
1504 onwards he is consistently referred to as ‗familiari suo [name] militi‘ or 
‗familiari suo militi‘, suggesting that Crichton was knighted between 1494 and 
1504. 91 Andrew Wood of Largo was referred to once as ‗familiari armigero‘ in 
1491, but from 1495 onwards, when he was referred to using ‗familiari‘, 
‗armigero‘ was not used and ‗militi‘ was usually used.92 Less easily explained is 
the case of Patrick Hume of Fastcastle, who was referred to as ‗familiari 
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armigero‘ of the king in two documents from 1488, ‗familiari armigero suo et 
consilario‘ in documents of 1488 and 1498, and just ‗familiari‘ in documents 
from 1503 and 1507.93 
Some of those who are referred to as familiaris armiger only appear once or 
twice in the Register of the Great Seal, which makes it impossible to discern 
patterns like those in the examples above. There are also cases where an 
individual is referred to as armiger suo without familiaris. However, armiger is 
accompanied by suo, showing that these were considered to be squires in the 
service of the king even if they were not referred to as familiaris. There are 
examples in the Register of the Great Seal of individuals being referred to only 
as armiger, with no indication that they were the king‘s squires in any way.94 
That such examples are scarce speaks to the purpose of using phrases such as 
familiaris armiger, which were used, primarily in the opening clauses of grants, 
and referring to the grantee, in order to highlight their closeness to the king. 
That armiger was scarcely used suggests that being a squire in itself was not 
usually considered worthy of note when documents under the Great Seal were 
written. What it does show, however, is that the relationship with the king 
suggested by familiaris armiger or armiger suo was not an empty formality that 
was applied to any individual of the social status of squire who was referred to 
in documents under the Great Seal. 
It appears, therefore, that though there was a degree of scribal inconsistency, 
the use of the term armiger was not a mere formality. Furthermore, that these 
individuals were referred to as armiger with familiaris or suo suggests that the 
term did not just refer to someone‘s position in knightly society, but rather a 
specific position as one of the king‘s squires. It is difficult to see, however, if 
this corresponds with the group called squires of attendance that appears on the 
bill of household for 1508, especially because there is not a single reference in 
the Register of the Great Seal for 1508 to any individuals as armiger.  
Conversely, a search for references to those listed as squires of attendance in 
the bill of household in the Register of the Great Seal reveals no references to 
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any of them as armiger, even though there were documents mentioning these 
individuals, such as a grant to Alexander Elphinstone from 1508, the very year of 
the bill, which described him as a squire of attendance, was written.95  This 
suggests that there was not a link between someone being a squire of 
attendance and the use of armiger or familiaris armiger to refer to them in 
letters under the Great Seal. In one letter a phrase is used that points to more 
specific terminology that could be used to refer to such men. This grant, of 
1491, to John Sinclair, describes him as ‗armigero camere sue‘.96 This term may 
equate to the squires of attendance that appear in the 1508 bill. Even if it does, 
the designation was not generally used in the Register of the Great Seal, with 
familiari apparently considered an adequate word to describe the position of 
these men in the household.King‘s armiger, or familiaris armiger, at any rate, 
referred to a less formally defined group. It referred to an individual‘s place in 
the chivalric hierarchy, with the king at its head, as well as, in a broad sense, in 
his household, and was not exclusive to, but may have included, the more 
formal and clearly defined sense of being a squire of attendance. 97 
There are also many individuals referred to as knights in the Register of the 
Great Seal. Miles, unlike armiger, appears without words that suggest the 
individual was the king‘s knight very frequently. This perhaps suggests that, 
unlike the status of squire, the status of knight was worth using in letters under 
the Great Seal even if the individual in question was not tied to the household, 
or simply that those of the status of knight were much more likely to receive 
royal patronage. It was more worthwhile referring to one‘s status as a knight 
because knighthood involved a formal process of dubbing which was not required 
for the use of the term squire.98 Miles is also often used in conjunction with 
familiaris or suo. Often this was written, as was usually the case with armiger, 
in the style ‗familiari militia suo‘.99 Elsewhere miles might come after another 
designation such as familiaris, separated by the name of the individual. The 
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following is an example of this style: ‗familiari suo Henrico Shaw de Garntully 
militi‘.100 This difference might be put down to an insignificant difference in 
word order, but there are examples that suggest that miles could be used in 
these documents as a piece of information about the individual alongside 
another designation. So, for example, in May 1498 a grant was made to ‗familiari 
servitori sui Johanni Ramsay militi‘, with ‗servitori‘ appearing where ‗militi‘ 
might otherwise appear.101 Miles, then, could be used in a number of ways, 
sometimes accompanying language relating to the household. However, much 
more often than armiger, it stood alone without a direct reference to the king or 
the household. This may be because those of the rank of knight had an assumed 
association with the king, given that the king was the head of chivalric society 
and dubbed many knights, even though it was possible for others to perform 
dubbings.102 However, neither miles nor armiger, on their own, necessarily 
referred to an individual who was part of the household, even though men of 
this rank would technically have been entitled to the privileges of the household 
based on the broadest definition offered by the bill of household. 
Offices 
Some of those referred to as familiaris in the Register of the Great Seal are also 
referred to as holding an office in the service of the crown. These included 
officers who featured prominently in the king‘s council, such as the director of 
chancery, the treasurer and the comptroller, the secretary and jutice clerk, as 
well as other servants of the household such as servants of the chamber and the 
wine cellar, the first usher of the chamber, the master of the stable, the barber, 
a marshal, and an usher of the chamber. This is a small selection of offices, and 
looking further at why these offices appear in the Register of the Great Seal 
reveals something of the relationship between service in the household and the 
distribution of patronage. This poses three immediate questions: Why were 
these offices named and others were not? Why did the holders of these offices 
receive patronage and others did not? And finally, what does this tell us about 
the relationship between household office-holding and patronage? 
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There are several cases of individuals who received letters under the Great Seal 
whose household office, revealed by other sources, was not mentioned in those 
letters. Many of those in the highest positions within the household offices, such 
as the pantler, the keeper of the silver vessels and the butler, received 
patronage under the Great Seal in the form of numerous grants. Yet, these men 
were not referred to by their household office in letters under the Great Seal. 
Michael Balfour of Burleigh, servant in the ale cellar, in 1505 called master of 
the cellar, received a grant of several lands in the lordship of Strathgartney in 
the sheriffdom of Perth in July 1502. However, no mention was made of his 
office and he was referred to only as ‗familiari armigero‘.103 This pattern is 
repeated when we look at other servants of the household at or near the top of 
the hierarchy of those receving ordinary fees of household. Patrick Hume of 
Fastcastle, Archibald Edmonston of Duntreath and William Edmonston of 
Duntreath, son and heir of Archibald, all served as butler to the king at different 
times from 1491 to 1510, as noted above. In the case of the two Edmonstons, a 
letter under the Great Seal to each from years when they were butler refer only 
to Archibald as ‗familiari armigero suo‘ and William as ‗familiari suo‘.104 Patrick 
Hume of Fastcastle, in letters under the Great Seal that overlap with his periods 
as butler, is referred to as ‗familiari armigero suo‘, ‗familiari armigero suo et 
consiliario‘, ‗familiari suo‘ or ‗suo familiari‘.105 Another Edmonston, James, who 
held the office of keeper of the silver vessels throughout most of the reign, was 
referred to only as ‗familiari armigero suo‘ in a letter under the Great Seal of 
May 1495.106 
On one occasion the office of one of the subordinates in the wine cellar is 
specified in a letter to him under the Great Seal. John Douglas was referred to 
as ‗familiari suo servitori in cellario suo vini‘ in a letter of March 1510.107 The 
difference here is that John Douglas was apparently on the third tier of service 
in the wine cellar, after the butler and Robert Douglas, who received six shillings 
a year to John‘s four. Unfortunately, the reference to John Douglas is unusual 
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because most servants in equivalent positions did not receive letters under the 
Great Seal. Nonetheless, it suggests a separation in terms of the naming of 
offices based on the hierarchy of household service.  So, for those at the top the 
holding of a household office was generally a secondary consideration when 
deciding how they should be referred to in letters under the Great Seal. For 
those lower down, reference to the office suggests that their service in this 
office was key to their preferment.  This also reflects the division of duties 
across the hierarchy. Those at the top appear to have only carried out the 
functions of their office on an occasional or ceremonial basis, whereas those 
lower down carried out these functions on a much more regular basis. The 
importance of membership of the household for those higher in the hierarchy to 
the clerks who wrote the letters that are gathered in the Register of the Great 
Seal was that they were ‗familiari‘ in the general sense, rather than the 
particular office they held. Their reason for being near the king, this suggests to 
the reader, is their lineage or their more general status.  
Conversely, there are certain officers who held positions of central importance 
within the household whose offices are prominently and frequently mentioned in 
the Register of the Great Seal. Robert Colville of Hilton receives several grants 
under the Great Seal in which he is referred to as both ‗familiari suo‘ and 
‗directori cancellarie‘. There are also grants to Patrick Paniter, who was 
described as ‗familiaris clerici et secretarii sui‘ and ‗cleric suo familiari 
consiliarioque et secretario primario‘ and an earlier secretary, Master Archibald 
Whitelaw, as ‗familiaris secretarii sui‘.108 Also, Master Richard Lawson and 
Master James Henryson are referred to at different times as ‗clerici generali 
justiciarie‘.109 Individuals holding the office of comptroller were also referred to 
in terms like ‗familiari servitori et compotorum rotulatori suo‘.110 Some of these 
individuals received considerable patronage under the Great Seal. The use of 
these offices in the documents relating to that patronage indicate that for those 
officers at the centre of royal government it was their office that formed that 
principal component in their relationship with the king and the patronage that 
flowed from that relationship. By contrast, for the members of aristocratic 
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families holding offices like keeper of the silver vessels, the holding of that 
office was not the central feature of their relationship with the king. It should 
also be noted that these were types of office concerned with writing, and no 
doubt their holders were highly conscious of how they wanted to be portrayed in 
their own letters. 
Beyond the chief offices relating to the household as a domestic establishment 
and the offices of government, another group whose offices were mentioned in 
documents under the Great Seal are servants associated with the king‘s 
chamber. Some of these were styled simply as servants in the chamber, William 
Crichton ‗familiari servitori suo de camera sua‘, James Douglas ‗familiari suo in 
camera servitori‘ and Thom Pate ‗familiari servitori camera sue‘.111 Ushers were 
also explicitly associated with the chamber: William Cockburn of Langton 
‗camera sue hostiarii principalis‘, William Sinclair ‗suo familiari servitori et 
camera sue hostiario‘ and Andrew Wood ‗familiari armigero suo et hostiario 
camera sue‘.112 The barber‘s office is also mentioned (James Jaklin 
‗barbitonsori‘) and in one case so is the office of marshal (Walter Leslie ‗uni 
mariscallorum sui domicilii‘).113 Thus officers of this type were more likely to 
have their office mentioned in letters under the Great Seal than the officers in 
the service of the four main offices of domestic service, the top level of whom, 
as we have seen, did receive patronage under the Great Seal but did not have 
their household offices mentioned in letters under the Great Seal. This was 
probably for two reasons. One, these officers associated with the chamber are 
more likely to have actually served in the capacity of their office on a regular 
basis, and two - and the very reason that they actually served in these offices – 
that serving the king in this capacity was considered an honourable occupation 
for those of the aristocratic class, those most likely to receive patronage under 
the Great Seal. David Starkey has illustrated how offices that required proximity 
to the monarch in Henry VIII‘s court could enhance status and influence, which 
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suggests why service in James IV‘s chamber was deemed worthy of mention in 
documents under the Great Seal.114 
One of the reasons why household offices are seldom used in letters under the 
Great Seal, and why some are used and others are not, is that many do not 
appear in the Register of the Great Seal at all. John Douglas, mentioned above, 
is unusual in part because most equivalent servants do not appear at all, simply 
because, the evidence of the register suggests, their holders did not receive 
patronage under the Great Seal. However, because household offices held by 
some of those who did receive patronage were consistently not mentioned, as 
we have seen, whereas John Douglas‘s office is mentioned in his only 
appearance in the register, it appears that there was purpose in the use of 
household offices in letters under the Great Seal. 
The evidence suggests several reasons for why they were used in some cases and 
not in others, and points to the relationship between office-holding and 
patronage. Office-holding was clearly not the paramount consideration in the 
distribution of patronage – patronage was at the centre of domestic politics and 
was distributed for a wide range of reasons, some of which related to royal 
favour but many of which were dictated by lineage, tradition or the local power 
of members of the aristocracy. As such, even when officers of high rank in the 
area of the household equivalent to the domus providencie received patronage, 
their office-holding was apparently of such peripheral consideration in the 
distribution of patronage that it was not mentioned. In this sense we see 
household office-holding as only one component of the political and social lives 
of such men, and often only a small component compared to the lordship over 
lands that was documented by letters under the Great Seal. 
However, officers further down the hierarchy in these roles might be mentioned, 
and perhaps their office-holding was more central in their relationship with the 
king. Also, those serving in offices at the centre of the business of government, 
such as the secretary and the comptroller, often had their offices mentioned, as 
did those who served in the king‘s chamber, such as the ushers of the king‘s 
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chamber. Thus, offices were mentioned usually when they were associated with 
the ‘domus magnificencie‘ part of the household. It should also be noted, 
however, that cases where offices are mentioned also reflects the day-to-day 
reality of who served in those offices. Ushers and other servants in the chamber 
appear to have actually served in the king‘s chamber, servants such as the 
secretary and comptroller clearly had a great deal of involvement with the 
business of government and lower-ranking officers in the ‗domus providencie’ 
appear to have usually served in the capacity that their office suggests; 
however, high-ranking officers in the ‗domus providencie‘ do not appear to have 
usually served in the role their office suggests, except perhaps in a ceremonial 
capacity, and correspondingly these offices are not mentioned when they appear 
in the Register of the Great Seal. This suggests that certain offices could 
enhance the status of individuals at court. For some, an office might be just one 
indication of more general favour with the king, but for others it was either 
more central to their relationship with the king and court, as in the case of John 
Douglas, or it showed a physical proximity to the king through service in the 
chamber, or placed them at the centre of important government business, such 
as in the case of the comptroller and the secretary. The highlighting of office in 
letters under the Great Seal suggests that for some individuals, some offices did 
enhance status. 
This is underlined when we consider the nature of the grants that were made to 
these individuals. Patronage is difficult to quantify, and is so diverse that it must 
be analysed on an individual basis. Also, the receipt of considerable patronage 
under the Great Seal does not necessarily indicate a pre-eminent position of 
power and status – rather, it indicates change in someone‘s position and holdings 
that produced considerable work for the royal bureaucracy. An individual could 
easily have held a position of great power and influence in the reign of James IV 
without having to conduct much business at court. Robert Colville of Hilton 
(later Ochiltree) became director of chancery almost immediately after James IV 
came to the throne, possibly through connection with his father who had served 
in the household of James IV‘s mother Margaret of Denmark until her death in 
1486.115 He received numerous letters under the Great Seal granting him lands 
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and rights. He received a tenement in Edinburgh in 1488 ‗pro ejus fideli servitio 
et pro singulari favore‘ and he was granted the lands of Symington in the 
sheriffdom of Ayr, which had belonged to his father, in 1502.116 In March 1504 he 
was granted the lands of Hilton in feu-ferme in memory of his past an ongoing 
service as director of chancery,117 making an explicit link to Colville‘s service as 
a reason for the grant. However, the grant was also made on account of the 
great efforts and expenses of Colville and his father in building works on the 
lands of Hilton, which, it was stated, made a good example to other subjects of 
the king to encourage them to complete similar works to further the 
development of the kingdom.118  This grant of feu-ferme, essentially a privilege 
granted upon lands already in the possession of Colville, invoked Colville‘s 
service whilst highlighting his office as director of chancery, emphasised the 
long-standing commitemt of Colville and his father to the land, and held them 
up as good examples for the work they had done on the land and the 
improvement brought to the realm as a result.119  
By April 1504 he was married to Elizabeth Arnot, and he had the lands of 
Blaksawlin in Fife which he held confirmed in his and his wife‘s name.120 In 
February 1505 Colville and his wife were granted lands in Cleish, in Fife.121 In 
October 1506 the king confirmed several charters selling lands in Fife to Robert 
Colville.122 In January 1507 Colville was granted Cleish in Fife as a free barony.123 
In November 1507 the king confirmed a charter selling him lands in Cleish.124 
Colville therefore enjoyed considerable royal patronage and, despite the office 
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of director of chancery not being mentioned in about half of the references to 
Colville under the Great Seal, it is nonetheless used on many letters to him 
under the Great Seal granting lands and rights, and it would be hard to argue 
that Colville‘s holding of an important office in the royal household, and one 
that put him centre stage in the king‘s council and the distribution of patronage, 
was not an important factor in him being so richly rewarded. Of course, this 
does not tell us the whole story; Colville was clearly part of a service dynasty, 
and the full and exact reasons why he was appointed to the office of director of 
chancery and continually rewarded throughout the reign can only be speculated 
upon. What can be said with certainty, however, is that in the official 
documents that effected the distribution of patronage to Colville his office was 
implicitly connected with the grant on a regular basis. It would appear, 
therefore, that Colville‘s gains in land and rights, and the attendant gains in 
power and status, were connected to his service in the household. 
The connection is harder to establish for many other household officers who 
received patronage under the Great Seal. James Jaklin, the barber, for instance, 
only appears in one letter under the Great Seal, in which he is granted land and 
tenement in the burgh of Edinburgh in January 1501. This letter opens with ‗Rex, 
pro fideli servitio, concessit familiari suo Jacobo Jaklyn, barbitonsori‘.125 It 
would appear, then, that the grant is formally made for Jaklin‘s service as the 
king‘s barber, although fidelis servitium is a generic term that it is difficult to 
pin with certainty to the office descriptor. Nonetheless, that barbitonsor is the 
only descriptor used for Jaklin suggests that this is his main claim to patronage. 
In this part of the document the family connections of others or their social 
standing, as indicated by terms like knight, is often invoked. That Jaklin is 
referred to only by his household office suggests that it is central in his 
relationship with the king and the world of the court. The grant of land and 
tenement in Edinburgh would seem appropriate for a household servant in 
regular attendance on the king, given the length of time the court spent in or 
near the burgh, and the only reference to Thom Pate ‗familiari servitori camere 
sue‘ in the Register of the Great Seal, another household servant whose office is 
named, is to his being granted a house and tenement in Edinburgh too.126 Other 
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members of the household granted tenements in Edinburgh were William 
Crichton ‗familiari servitori suo de camere sua‘, who was granted land, 
tenement and house, and William Sinclair ‗familiari servitori et camera sue 
hostiario‘, who was granted house, tenement and garden ‗pro ejus bono 
servitio‘.127 
In each of these cases an office is mentioned, the grant is of a tenement in 
Edinburgh, and it is the only appearance of the individuals in question in the 
Register of the Great Seal. This suggests that these offices were mentioned 
because the grants were unusual, in that they were the only ones under the 
Great Seal these men received, and that the office was central to the 
relationship of these men to the king and court. It is even possible that these 
grants of tenements in Edinburgh were directly connected to the offices held by 
these men. Three are described as servants in the chamber, and James Jaklin is 
likely to have been in regular and close attendance on the king. The king and 
court were often in or near Edinburgh, so the grant of lands and dwellings in 
Edinburgh to men whose offices dictated being close to the king makes sense. 
Therefore, these are cases of patronage in which the office held by the recipient 
is apparently a central consideration, and possibly even the direct reason for the 
grants. A payment recorded in the treasurer‘s accounts for 1513 demonstrates 
one way in which it could be useful for the king to have members of the 
household who had houses in convenient locations. £20 was paid to Sir John 
Ramsay ‗for his hous male occupy be the King for the harnes‘ – for rent of his 
house to store armour.128 
Familiares Outside the Household 
Therefore, an individual‘s household office was more likely to be mentioned if 
that individual was of relatively low status within the household, whereas for 
those of higher status a more general attachment to the household was invoked 
through the term familiaris without their office or position being mentioned. 
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Evidence for the use of familiaris suggests that it stretched even beyond those 
who had an official association with the household at the time the term was 
used. Of the 130 or so individuals who are identified using familiaris or its 
cognates, around 25-30 were also paid fees from the comptroller for holding an 
office in the household.129 Another 18 among the approximately 130 do not 
receive a fee from the comptroller but are listed on the bill of household from 
1508.130 Therefore, out of around 130 individuals who are referred to as 
familiaris, fewer than 50 can be firmly identified as receiving formal benefits 
associated with membership of the household. There are of course issues with 
the sources which might hide evidence that more of these familiares did receive 
rewards as formal members of the household. As we have seen, comptroller‘s 
accounts survive for less than half of the years of the reign, and a bill of 
household survives for only one year of the reign. 
A closer study of grants under the Great Seal from 1508, the year from which the 
bill of household survives, shows that, out of 15 separate individuals referred to 
as familiaris in letters under the Great Seal, 9 also appear in either the 
comptroller‘s account or the bill of household for the same year, and one other 
appears in earlier comptroller‘s accounts, though he does not appear in the 1508 
account.131 However, as we have seen, the 1508 bill of household offered an 
open-ended definition of the household by including allowances for individuals 
residing in the king‘s household who were not named on the bill. The term 
familiaris, then, only offers the same picture of the household as outlined 
earlier in this thesis if we use the broadest definition offered by the bill.  
However, that many people who would also have been entitled to privileges 
under the bill of household‘s allowances are not referred to as familiaris 
suggests that those who were referred to in this way had a closer association 
with the domestic environment of the king.The usage of familiaris and related 
terms in Scotland appears to have been similar to the usage of the terms criaҫão 
and criado in late-medieval Portugal. One of the features of the relationship of 
criaҫão was that it could not easily be dissolved – even if the material reward 
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and cohabitation that resulted from it had stopped. However, the term seems to 
have broadened out even more than this to include individuals whose ‗inclusion 
in the court‘ cannot always be identified earlier in their lives. The term was also 
adopted into Italian, where in the sixteenth century it ‗came to mean 
generically all relationships established within the domestic community‘.132 The 
use of ‗familiari armigero‘ to describe Patrick Hume of Fastcastle in a letter 
entered in the register of the Great Seal in 1498, which fell in between his two 
spells as butler, provides some support for the idea that association with the 
household had  a residual quality.133 
The use of offices in letters issued under the Great Seal suggests that the 
holding of a specific office was not usually a primary consideration in the 
distribution of patronage to members of the royal household. However, there 
were cases where it was a more important factor, such as the case of Robert 
Colville of Hilton who, as director of chancery, was heavily involved in royal 
government and whose fortunes rose over the course of the reign, during which 
he received several grants of lands and privileges. The use of his office in many 
of these grants suggests that this patronage was on paper, and probably in deed, 
related to his office-holding. The granting of lands in Edinburgh to servants of 
the chamber shows a possible direct link between office-holding and patronage. 
Consequently this evidence, though slight, suggests that it was possible that 
office-holding could increase an individual‘s likelihood of receiving patronage 
and, by extension, their position in society. It also shows, however, that more 
individuals in the household associated themselves with it using the term 
familiaris, without mentioning office or formal position within the household. 
This term even stretched to individuals for whom no formal association with the 
household can be identified at the time when the term was used. 
Conclusion 
The language Register of the Great Seal and the evidence for the leasing of 
crown lands and the holding of non-household offices shows that the idea of the 
royal household was represented in many of the localities of Scotland even when 
                                         
132  Costa Gomes, Making of a Court Society, pp. 207-8. 
133  RMS, II, no. 2405. 
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the royal court was not present. This link was represented formally in different 
ways and to different extents in these sources – through use of terms such as 
familiaris in the Register of the Great Seal, through reference to household 
offices in crown rentals, and through reference to household offices in sources 
referring to individuals in non-household capacities – which show that, at least 
theoretically, membership of the household was linked to the wider activities of 
its members both as free tenants of the king and as crown tenants and non-
household officers. In crown lands in particular, these members of the household 
with wider interests also represented a tangible framework extending beyond 
the immediate physical environment of the king within the lands most frequently 
traversed by the royal court, in and around the royal residences in Stirling, 
Edinburgh and Linlithgow. Thus, the household was manifested far beyond the 
confines of the royal court, both as an idea and through the physical presence of 
its members regardless of the location of the court at a given moment.
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Conclusion 
Historians of late fifteenth-century and early sixteenth-century Scotland have 
long recognised the significance of the court. Jenny Wormald has stressed the 
importance of personal forms of contact in a disparate kingdom with 
underdeveloped institutions, and A.L. Brown and Trevor Chalmers have likewise 
emphasised the paramount importance of informal activity to the business of 
government. This, wrote Wormald, made the court a political centre of 
exceptional importance, where the king‘s ‗natural counsellors‘ could gain access 
to the king and play and work outside the confines of parliament and council.1 
The governmental institutions and financial mechanics of the court have been 
studied in considerable detail. So has the court‘s cultural dimension, which 
provided meaning and entertainment for those who inhabited and visited it. The 
household has received rather less attention, which this thesis has sought to 
address. An establishment of domestic servants as well as a shared sense of 
domesticity that bound the political, cultural and social worlds of the court 
together, it gave structure to this centre of personal networks, and controlled 
access to the king, which, as the hangings of ‗ane part of the kingis houshald‘ 
during an aristocratic revolt against James III suggest, could be a matter of life 
or death.2 
To understand the role of the household one must first understand what 
distinguished it from the court, an issue that has vexed historians of courts 
across Europe. This thesis started with lines from a poem by William Dunbar, 
which depict a diverse and bustling court. Gavin Douglas, on the other hand, 
depicted the officers of the household as a fortress of virtue against which the 
likes of Dunbar‘s unruly outsiders battered. These poems capture the distinction 
between court and household, which is backed up by evidence of the usages of 
the word and the forms of reward used for different types of royal servants: the 
court was the space around the king and all those who occupied it; the 
household was a bureaucratic structure which governed that space and group of 
people. By this bare definition alone it takes on historical significance in the 
                                         
1  Jenny Wormald, Court, Kirk and Community, p. 18-9. 
2  While Wormald acknowledged that the legend surrounding the hangings in 1482 put the wrong 
emphasis on low-born favourites, it still made the point that ‗those who might block access to 
the king were the real threat‘ - Jenny Wormald, Court, Kirk and Community, pp. 18-9. 
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wider context of James IV‘s reign. This was a time when literacy and forms of 
bureaucracy were on the increase, and the sources for James IV‘s household 
reflect this development, with comptroller‘s accounts that were written in 
greater detail than previously, and a bill of household which, modest though it 
may be as a source in a European context, represents the earliest surviving 
household ordinance of confirmed Scottish origin. Also this distinction shows that 
many of those on whom Dunbar focused in his poem, and who contribute to the 
idea that James IV‘s court was a dazzling centre of Renaissance culture, in fact 
fell outside of the structure dictated by the household. 
This structure defined the household in different ways. ‗Household‘, in one 
sense, referred to the establishment of domestic servants who were paid fees by 
the comptroller, but it could also be defined as all those entitled to receive 
domestic privileges at court. Those listed on the bill of household show that this 
definition covered a much wider range of groups and individuals than just the 
domestic servants of the king, including the council, the chapel royal and many 
other groups who served the king in a variety of ways. The bill also stated that 
anyone of the status of gentleman or above could theoretically be allowed 
access to the privileges it aimed to control. Therefore the household was a 
domestic establishment, a multi-functioning centre of royal life and government 
and, at its broadest, the king‘s wider affinity attending court. Discussions of the 
social, cultural and political dimensions of the court have thus far remained 
largely separate. The household shows how they were all linked in the domestic 
space of the king. The sub-divisions of James IV‘s household were similar to 
those of other European households, although they were usually small compared 
to those of neighbours like England and Burgundy. The household also provided 
hierarchical structures. These were based on hierarchies that existed in society 
more broadly, but they also created the potential for an individual‘s status to be 
enhanced through membership of the household, at least in the context of the 
court.   
The study of sources that show actual attendance and service at court reveals a 
nuanced relationship between the blueprint of household structure and the 
physical reality of the court. On the one hand, it appears that the outline 
provided by the bill of household does broadly correspond to a group of people 
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that really did attend the court in some capacity around the time it was written. 
On the other, the nature of attendance varied wildly. Some only attended 
occasionally, and the household was at its biggest for seasonal celebrations like 
Christmas and occasions like the wedding of James IV to Margaret and the 
campaign that led to the battle of Flodden in 1513. Yet, the core that remained 
outside of these times was not solid and unchanging. The itinerant life and daily 
needs of the king required members of the household to constantly come and go, 
some going ahead to make preparations for the arrival of the court, others 
staying behind to look after the king‘s goods, and still others travelling back and 
forth to relay messages or pick up supplies. Thus, the household was not just a 
solid domestic unit at the heart of a fluctuating court – it was a bureaucratic 
structure within which the relationship of individuals to the physical court varied 
widely on a month-to-month and day-to-day basis. Likewise, the structure of the 
household, as far as the evidence allows us to see, only loosely dictated the 
nature of the services provided by its members at court. For many servants, 
their activities corresponded to broad areas of service rather than a strictly 
defined set of duties. 
Members of the household did not just provide service to the king: they had a 
varied life at court. The composition of the household over the reign shows how 
they came to join and leave the household. For many, who entered after serving 
in another royal or aristocratic household, or left to join the queen‘s household, 
household service was a way of life, which they left only when they died or 
became too old to give service. Others came and went from membership of the 
household as the political landscape changed. Family ties also brought people 
into household service and members of the household provided links to the court 
for their family members and associates, for whom they could smooth the path 
to royal patronage. The variety of rewards a member of the household could 
receive, such as clothing at a range of costs, tailored their individual position 
within it beyond the broad hierarchical strata set out in the documents that 
outlined household structure. Communal activities at court involving members of 
the household, such as jousting, dancing and carnivalesque celebrations, 
provided further opportunities for differentiation as well as a platform for social 
integration. The greatest benefit available to members of the household was the 
opportunity to develop a relationship with the king, and several of them appear 
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to have done so, playing cards with him, sending him gifts and entertaining him 
in their homes. 
The household did not just affect the lives of its members at court – it left an 
imprint on them that they carried outside of it. Many members of the household 
were physically linked with crown land and property through their rental of royal 
lands or their service in non-household royal offices. In this way they provided a 
hinterland of service for the itinerant court, and a connection between the court 
and localities in the royal heartlands of the central belt. The use of language in 
the Register of the Great Seal also shows how the idea of the household 
penetrated into the way its members thought of and presented themselves in 
relation to transactions that had an effect on areas of Scotland beyond the court 
and the royal demesne. It seems that this even created a definition of the word 
familia that referred to a residual connection with the household and the 
domestic world of the king that could survive beyond an individual‘s official 
appointment there. In this way, men could carry the mark of the household with 
them throughout the kingdom and through their lives. 
This thesis has shown that, for all that we understand about the politics and 
governmental institutions of James IV‘s reign and the flourishings in areas of 
Scottish cultural life that occurred during it, the court in which much of this 
activity took place cannot be fully understood until we identify and understand 
the domestic, bureaucratic structures of the household and the people governed 
by them. Far from being a separate sphere to the cultural and political life of 
the court, it bound them together, exerting an influence on the lives of people, 
from the most powerful magnates to the relatively humble, both inside and 
outside the court. It was not the entire court, but, by building on knowledge of 
the household and the structures it provided, our understanding of the court and 
reign of James IV, and other Scottish monarchs, could be extended in several 
directions. Firstly, the personnel of the court of James IV as a whole, beyond the 
formal boundaries of the household, remain to be fleshed out more fully, and set 
in the context of those within the household. The physical attendance of people 
at court could be further mapped out with a detailed study of the many surviving 
instruments of resignation which, as Trevor Chalmers identified, provide a 
picture of some of those around the king beyond members of the council listed 
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on witness lists in other government records. Many aspects of the life of the 
court deserve further study, such as its material culture, for which the 
treasurer‘s accounts provide a rich record, and the culture of gift-giving that 
prevailed within it. Nonetheless, even this outline of the household, during the 
reign of a popular and successful king, suggests that those who had power in the 
kingdom set more store by it than has hitherto been thought, and perhaps sheds 
a little more light on why James III‘s enemies took such offence at those who 
enjoyed its privileges. 
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Appendices 
Appendix 1: Fees and Allowances 
1.1 - Officers and servants paid ordinary fees of household in the 
comptroller’s accounts.1 
Office 1492 1496 1497 1498 1499 1503 1508 1509 1510 
Abbreviator 
of accounts 
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Almoner 1         
Avery  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Barber  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Bearer of 
the 
crossbow 
       1 1 
Butcher 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Butler 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Buttery/ale 
cellar 
3 1 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 
Buyer 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Buyer of 
fish 
1 1 1 1 1  1 1 1 
Brewer        2 2 
Carver  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Chandler  1 1 1 1 1    
Chief usher 
of the 
king‘s 
chamber 
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 
Cleaner of 
the hall 
1         
Clerk of the 
household 
accounts 
1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 
Clerk of the 
comptroller 
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 
Collier 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Cook 8 6 6 6 7 10 6 5 5 
Cordiner          
Cupbearer 3 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 3 
Cutler    1      
Deputy 
keeper of 
     1 1   
                                         
1  ER, X, pp. 371-9; (‗Accounts of Sir Duncan Forestar of Skipinch, Comptroller, 1495-1499‘ in 
Miscellany of the Scottish History Society IX (Edinburgh: Scottish History Society, 1958), pp. 
57-81) this account pp. 62-8; ‗Accounts of Sir Duncan Forestar‘, pp. 69-75; ER XI, pp. 250-60; 
ER XI, pp. 250-60; ER XII, pp.175-86; ER XIII, pp. 115-24; ER XIII, pp. 249-60; Murray, 
‗Exchequer and Crown Revenue‘, appendix pp. 75-80 
200 
 
the pewter 
vessels 
Deputy 
keeper of 
the silver 
vessels 
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Furrier 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Harness-
maker 
      1 1 1 
Keeper of 
leather and 
pelts 
 1 1 1 1     
Keeper of 
the mule 
 1 1 1      
Keeper of 
the napery 
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Keeper of 
the pewter 
vessels 
1  1 1 2 1 1 1 1 
Keeper of 
the silver 
vessels 
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
King‘s 
chamber 
         
Kitchen 
(Court 
kitchen) 
5    2     
Kitchen 
(King‘s 
kitchen) 
    1     
Kitchens 
(both) 
      1 1 1 
Larder 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
Small larder 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Laundress 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Marshall 3 4 3 3 4 5 7 6 7 
Master cook  1 1 1 1 1    
Master cook 
of the court 
 1 1 1 1     
Master of 
the king‘s 
stables 
1 1 1 1 1     
Master of 
the larder 
1         
Master of 
the stable 
1         
Master of 
the 
Wardrobe 
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Messenger 2         
Pantler 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
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Pantry 
(Hall) 
 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Pantry 
(Household) 
1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
Pantry 
(King‘s) 
2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Porter 2 2     1 1 1 
Preparer of 
poultry and 
capons 
    1     
Pursuivant  2 2 2 0.5     
Servant 1         
Spicery 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 
Stable 4 6 8 8 8 9 5 5 5 
Steward of 
the 
household 
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Steward of 
the king 
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Tawyer       1 1 1 
Tailor  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Turnbroch 3 >1 >1 >1  5 5 5 5 
Usher of the 
hall 
2 4 5 5 4 3 2 2 2 
Usher of the 
kitchen 
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Usher of the 
outer 
chamber 
1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 
Valet in the 
king‘s 
chamber 
     1 2 3 3 
Valet of the 
household 
kitchen 
 2 2 2      
Valet in the 
king‘s 
kitchen 
 2 2 2      
Valet of the 
hall 
 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Veteran  1 1       
Wardrobe       2 2 2 
Wine cellar 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
Workman in 
the stable 
 1 1 1      
Unidentified 
office 
1 5 5 5 5 6 6 6 8 
Total 72 >82 >83 >84 80.5 82 83 84 88 
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1.2 – Officers and servants receiving provender payments in the 
comptroller’s accounts.2 
Office 1492 1496 1497 1498 1499 1503 1508 1509 1510 
Buttery/ale 
cellar 
1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
Buyer 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Buyer of fish 1 1 1 1      
Brewer        2 2 
Chandler      1    
Clerk of the 
comptroller 
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Collier  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Cook 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 
Cordwainer          
Cupbearer 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
Deputy 
keeper of 
the silver 
vessels 
1      1 1 1 
Furrier       1   
Harness-
maker 
       1  
Keeper of 
the napery 
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Keeper of 
the pewter 
vessels 
    1 1 1 1 1 
King‘s 
chamber 
5 3 2 2 2 3    
Kitchen 
(Court 
kitchen) 
3    1    1 
Larder 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
Small larder 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Laundress       1 1 1 
Master cook 
of the court 
 1 1 1      
Pantry 
(unspecified) 
1         
Pantry (Hall)  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Pantry 
(Household) 
1 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 
Pantry 
(King‘s) 
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Preparer of 
poultry and 
capons 
    1     
Spicery 2 1 1 1 1   1 1 
                                         
2  See note 1. 
203 
 
Usher of the 
hall 
2 3 4 4 3 2 2 2 2 
Usher of the 
kitchen 
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Valet in the 
king‘s 
chamber 
     1 3 3 3 
Wardrobe       2 1 1 
Wine cellar 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 
Unidentified 
office 
1 2 2 2 5 2 4 3 3 
Total 30 31 29 31 34 29 36 38 36 
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1.3 - Groups on the bill of household divided into ‘domus providencie’ and 
‘domus magnificencie’ based on Black Book of Edward IV.3 
‗Domus Magnificencie‘? ‗Domus Providencie‘? ‗Domus Magnificencie‘? 
The privy council 
Bishops and prelates 
The lords temporal 
The king’s chamber 
The wine cellar 
Wardrobe 
Chaplains of closet 
Doctors 
Apothecaries 
Henchmen 
Pages 
Grooms of the chamber 
Minstrels 
The king’s chapel royal 
Miscellaneous 
The officers of household 
Marshals 
Ushers of the hall 
Cupbearers 
Caterers 
The king‘s stable 
The king‘s kitchen 
The court kitchen 
The brewers 
Bakers 
Trumpeters 
Miscellaneous 
Heralds 
Pursuivants 
Macers 
Couriers 
Falconers 
Knights of attendance 
Squires of attendance 
Miscellaneous 
  
                                         
3  NAS E34/1; Myers, The Household of Edward IV, xi-xii; groups in italics are those who are not 
given a title in the bill of household and have been supplied with a title based on the officers 
within them; groups in bold are those that largely correspond with groups in the domus 
magnificencie side of the Black Book of Edward IV; groups underlined are those that 
correspond with group in the domus providencie side; groups both underlined and in bold 
contain a mixture of servants that correspond to both sides of the Black Book. 
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1.4 - Groups both on bill of household and paid ordinary fee of household.4 
‗Domus Magnificencie‘? ‗Domus Providencie‘? ‗Domus Magnificencie‘? 
The privy council 
Bishops and prelates 
The lords temporal 
The king‘s chamber 
The wine cellar 
Wardrobe 
Chaplains of closet 
Doctors 
Apothecaries 
Henchmen 
Pages 
Grooms of the chamber 
Minstrels 
The king‘s chapel royal 
Miscellaneous 
The officers of household 
Marshals 
Ushers of the hall 
Cupbearers 
Caterers 
The king‘s stable 
The king‘s kitchen 
The court kitchen 
The brewers 
Bakers 
Trumpeters 
Miscellaneous 
Heralds 
Pursuivants 
Macers 
Couriers 
Falconers 
Knights of attendance 
Squires of attendance 
Miscellaneous 
 
  
                                         
4  Groups underlined are those that include officers paid ordinary fees of household. Most of 
these groups either wholly or mostly consist of such officers, but heralds and pursuivants 
were only sporadically included in the main list of ordinary fees of household - NAS E34/1; 
See also Appendix 1.1. 
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1.5 - Allowances of subordinates in the bill of household, 1508.5 
Title, Office or Name Allowance of 
servants 
Master of household 8 
Treasurer 8 
Comptroller 8 
Archbishops (2) 8 
Keeper of the Privy Seal 6 
Master usher 4 
Chamberlain 4 
Justice 4 
Bishops (4) 4 
Earls (8) 4 
Clerk of Register 3 
Secretary 3 
Master of household‘s deputy 3 
Master sewer 3 
Carver 3 
Clerk of the breads 3 
Prior of St Andrews 3 
Abbots (2) 3 
Lords (3) 3 
Director of chancery 2 
Sir John Ramsay 2 
Sir George of Dundas 2 
Master of the pantry 2 
Master of the wine cellar 2 
Master of the wardrobe 2 
Master almoner 2 
Chaplains of closet (2) 2 
Doctor Baillie 2 
The Stewart parson of Lochawe 2 
The master cook 2 
Lyon king of arms 2 
Sir Alexander McCulloch, 
falconer 
2 
Knights of attendance (16) 2 
Squires of attendance (5) 2 
Sir Simon Preston, knight 2 
Sir John Forman, master of 
entries 
2 
The laird of Restalrig 2 
Master Alexander Stewart, dean 
of Dunbar 
2 
The parson of Kilmartin 1 
Servants in the king‘s chamber 
(3) 
1 
                                         
5 NAS E34/1. 
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Servant in the wine cellar 1 
Chaplains of closet (5) 1 
Henchmen (2) 1 
Master Michael Kerr 1 
The Italian Minstrels 1 
Sub-dean of the chapel royal 1 
Chanter of the chapel royal 1 
Treasurer of the chapel royal 1 
Sacristan of the chapel royal 1 
Clerk writer of the books 1 
Master of the silver vessels 1 
Master of the breadhouse 1 
Master of the ale cellar 1 
Master lardner 1  
Avenar in the king‘s stable 1 
Stirrupman in the king‘s stable 1 
Sumpterman in the king‘s stable 1 
William Airth in the court 
kitchen 
1 
Marchmont herald 1 
Snowdon herald 1 
Knights of attendance (8) 1 
Squires of attendance (18)  1 
Sir John of Killoch 1 
William Balfour 1 
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1.6 – Values of ordinary fees of household.6 
 1492 (Two 
uncategorisa
ble payments 
left out) 
1496 1497 1498 1499 1503 1508 1509 1510 
£20 2 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 
20 
marks 
8 12 11 11 11 10 13 12 12 
£10 11 10 10 9 7 7 7 8 8 
6 
marks 
14 14 14 14 14.5 14 18 18 18 
5 
marks 
5 5 6 6 6 5 7 7 7 
4 
marks 
24 29 34 33 30 31 23 26 27 
£2 5         
2 
marks 
4.5 6 6 6 7 7 6 6 6 
£1 2         
1 
mark 
2     5 5 5 5 
  
                                         
6 See note 1. 
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1.7 - Allowances in the treasurer’s cloth account of 1507-8 to those paid 
ordinary fees of household in the same period.7 
Name and office Fee from comptroller 
1507-8 
Cloth allowance 1507-8 
George Bard, usher of 
the outer chamber 
20 marks 4.5 ells Holland cloth for 
a shirt, 4.5 ells Rislis 
black, 2.5 ells velvet 
(Total: £12 14s 9d) 
Sir Peter Crichton, 
master of the wardrobe 
20 marks 5 ells Rislis black, 2.5 ells 
velvet, and an 
embroidered lambskin 
(Total: £17) 
James Jaklin elder, 
barber 
£10 4.5 ells French tan, 2.5 
ells chamlet, 0.8725 ells 
Scottish black (£4 16s 
14d) 
Robert Douglas in the 
wine cellar 
6 marks 4.5 ells Rislis black, 2.5 
ells velvet (Total: £11 
10s) 
James Doig in the 
wardrobe 
6 marks 4.5 ells Rislis black, 2.5 
ells velvet (Total: £11 
10s) 
James Lamb in the king‘s 
pantry 
6 marks 4.5 ells Rislis black, 2.5 
ells satin (Total: £11 10s) 
Robert Galloway in the 
avery 
6 marks 5 ells French tan, 2.5 ell 
velvet, 0.75 ells Scottish 
black for hose (£9 10s) 
James Douglas, harness-
maker 
6 marks 5.5 ells French tan, 2.5 
ells damask, 0.8725 ells 
Scottish black (£7 19s 8d) 
William Forsyth in the 
hall pantry 
6 marks 4 ells French tan, 0.75 
ells chamlet, 1.25 ells 
kersey (Total: £3 18s 9d) 
Andrew ‗Dande‘ Doull in 
the stable 
4 marks 3 ells French tan for a 
hawking coat, 5 ells 
French tan, 2.5 ells 
velvet, 0.75 ells Scottish 
black for hose (£11 10s) 
John Douglas in the 
king‘s wine cellar (also 
servant in queen‘s wine 
cellar) 
4 marks 5 ells French tan, 2.75 
ells satin,0.75 ells 
Scottish black for hose 
(Total in king‘s wine 
cellar, which apparently 
shoudl have been entered 
in an earlier account: £7 
1s 8d) (Total in Queen‘s 
                                         
7  TA, IV, pp. 49-66; NAS E21/9 - It is important to bear in mind that it is impossible to say with 
certainty that this clothing account as it survives represents a complete record of the cloth 
allowed to the servants in question, and it is perfectly conceivable that there were grants of 
cloth that do not survive. 
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wine cellar: £7 2s 8d) 
James Jaklin younger, 
valet of the chamber 
4 marks 4 ells French tan, 0.75 
ells chamlet, 1.25 ells 
kersey (Total: £3 18s 9d) 
John Paterson in the 
stable 
4 marks 4 ells French tan, 0.25 
ells chamlet, 1.25 ells 
kersey (Total: £3 18s 9d) 
Gavin Baillie in the stable 4 marks 4 ells French tan, 0.25 
ells chamlet, 1.25 ells 
kersey (Total: £3 18s 9d) 
Alexander Gordon in the 
stable 
4 marks 4 ells French tan, 0.25 
ells chamlet, 1.25 ells 
kersey (Total: £3 18s 9d) 
Michael Donaldson in the 
queen‘s stable 
4 marks 4 ells French tan, 0.25 
ells chamlet, 1.25 ells 
kersey (Total: £3 18s 9d) 
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Appendix 2: Cloth and Clothing 
2.1 - Individuals receiving allowances in the treasurer’s cloth account of 
1507-8.8 
John Douglas 
James Carter, pantler to the queen 
Baroun the French boy 
Mawnis of Denmark 
Martin the Spaniard; ‗litill Martin‘ 
Sir Christian 
John Bute; John of Bute (same person?) 
Campbell (same as Colin Campbell?) 
‗mantand‘ Adam 
William Miller, ‗baxtar‘ 
Andrew Hume 
James Boswell 
George Bard 
Irish Downe, falconer  
‗John Reouch of the King‘s wine cellar‘  
Jame Tailyour 
Alexander McCulloch (allocay to the wild 
knight) 
Master James Watson 
Jock Baillie 
Fergy Graham 
A fool called Bille How 
Marjory Lindsay and two moors 
Andrew Barton 
                                         
8  TA, IV, pp. 49-66. 
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Andrew Doull 
Sir Peter Crichton, master of the 
wardrobe 
Robert Colville 
Andrew Wood 
William Sinclair 
Robin (Robert) Douglas 
James Doig 
William Spicehouse 
James Stewart 
Andrew Ayton 
The master cook 
James Lamb 
Thomas Edgar, tailor 
Florence Auchinouty 
Robert Moncrieff 
James Stewart, young laird of Ardgowan 
The laird of Keir 
David Hume, son to the lord of 
Weddirburn 
James Hamilton 
Walter Stirling 
Rich Baillie 
John Rollok 
Jacob (James?) Edmonston 
Robert Galloway 
Walter Turnbull 
Quintin Focart 
John Forman (allocay to the wild knight) 
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Hugh Moncrieff 
James Bonar 
Archibald Douglas 
Adam Cockburn (allocay to the wild 
knight) 
Archibald Bickerton 
Alexander Wardlaw 
The squire of Cleish 
Colin Campbell 
James Jaklin elder 
James Jaklin younger 
John Paterson 
Gavin Baillie 
Alexander Gordon 
John Lethane, saddler 
John Davidson, cordiner 
David Crawford 
William Maxton 
Charles Maxton 
Patrick Maxton 
Andrew Mercer 
Lucas Telfer 
William Donaldson 
William Forsyth 
John Strogeith 
Paul 
The two grooms of the prince‘s chamber 
Fleming of the spicehouse 
John Allardyce, yeoman of the queen‘s 
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stable 
James Avery 
Michael Donaldson 
Robert Purves 
Nicol Hathoway 
Walter Avery 
Anslee 
Thomas Hoppringill elder 
John Anderson, trumpet 
Pete John, trumpet 
Alexander Caslaw, trumpet 
Thomas Hoppringill younger 
David, falconer 
Robert Merton 
Alexander Law, falconer 
William Mayne, wright in Stirling 
Simon Randell, boat-wright 
Hannay, falconer 
Alexander Kerse, master cook to the 
queen 
John Douglas in the queen‘s wine cellar 
Four Italian minstrels 
John Forest with the Italian minstrels 
Five French minstrels 
Three young pipers 
Thomas Nornee; Nornee 
Spark, John Bute‘s man 
Sir William Melville, master of work 
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Sir John Sharp, chaplain 
Sir James Gorthy, chaplain 
Jacat Terrell, shipwright 
John Drummond, wright 
John Mason 
Piers, painter 
The earl of Murray 
Lord Lile 
James Stewart, Lord Avondale‘s son 
Thomas Wallace, lapidar 
Hamburgh, the Danish cook 
Master Cleg, Englishman 
William Moreham, Englishman 
Mistress Eleanor, Egnlishwoman 
Mistress Dennet 
Mistress Agnes Stewart, the earl of 
Buchan‘s daughter 
Marion Stewart 
Mistress Cockburn 
Lady mistress‘s little maiden 
Lady mistress‘s other maiden 
Mistress Barley 
Margaret Hume, Sir Patrick Hume‘s 
daughter 
Mistress Francis 
The prince‘s nurse 
Seven ‗childir‘ in the king‘s stable 
The moor friars 
‗Jane bair ars‘ 
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The countess of Angus 
Lady Musgrave 
George, the Almane gunner 
The black lady 
The black lady‘s maidens 
(5 dancing coats for the banquet, and 
items for a fool) 
The French gunner 
2 French minstrels at the banquet (same 
as above) 
Lang Thom of the stable and his marrow 
The French Gunmaker 
Two French minstrels passing in France 
Pat fat back, falconer 
De la Roch and Piers, Frenchmen 
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2.2 – Allowances of cloth to members of the household for the wedding of 
James IV and Margaret Tudor in 1503.9 
Name Office Cost 
David Beaton Treasurer £76 10s 
James lord 
Hamilton 
Lord temporal £76 
Patrick Sinclair Squire of 
attendance 
£62 2s 5d 
Thomas Boswell Squire of 
attendance 
£62 2s 5d 
Robert Colville Director of 
Chancery 
£44 
Andrew Aytoun Squire of 
attendance 
£44 
Thomas Shaw Master Cook £40 12s 10.5d 
Alexander 
Elphinstone 
Squire of 
attendance 
£38 17s 10.5 
Sir Harry Shaw Knight of 
attendance 
£35 4s 
Andrew Wood Of the chamber £33 5s 
John Inglis Marshal £30 3s 4d 
John Kirkwood Master of the 
larder 
£28 3s 4d 
Martin Baillie In the avery £25 18s 
Walter Turnbull Squire of 
attendance 
£25 10s 
Robert Moncreiff Squire of 
attendance 
£24 13s 4d 
Quintin Focart Squire of 
attendance 
£23 
Morris Buchanan Knight of 
attendance 
£22 18s 4d 
Andrew ‗Dande‘ 
Doull 
Stirrupman £22 14s 
James Doig In the king‘s 
chamber 
£21 6s 4d 
Robert Douglas In the wine cellar £20 13s 4d 
William Spicehouse 
(Drummond) 
In the king‘s 
chamber 
£20 13s 4d 
James Lamb In the pantry £20 13s 4d 
James Edmonston Keeper of the 
silver vessels 
£20 12s 8.5d 
John de Cos Henchman £20 7s 1d 
Archibald Douglas Henchman £20 7s 1d 
John Stirling of the 
Keir  
Henchman £20 1s 1.5d 
Walter Stirling Henchman £20 1s 1.5d 
Sir Peter Crichton Master of the £20 12d 
                                         
9  TA, IV, pp. 306-314; NAS E21/6. 
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Wardrobe 
Walter Leslie Marshal £20 
John Steel Tailor £18 15s 
Colin Campbell Squire of 
attendance(?) 
£13 12s 8d 
James Tailyour Page £13 14s 5d 
Halyday Page £13 7s 1.5d 
John Baillie Henchman £13 7s 1.5d 
William Douglas of 
Moffat 
Master of the 
bread house 
£13 
Fergy Graham Page £12 7s 1.5d 
John Douglas In the wine cellar £11 17s 4d 
William Mercer Yeoman/deputy 
keeper of the 
pewter vessels? 
£11 10s 8d 
John Kinloch Porter £11 10s 8d 
William Balfour Porter £11 10s 8d 
Alexander Wardlaw Minstrel £10 17s 6d 
James Jaklin, elder Barber £9 11s 6d 
James Douglas Sumpterman £9 11s 6d 
Charles Maxton In the king‘s 
chamber 
£9 9s 
David Crawford In the king‘s 
chamber 
£9 9s 
William Erth Cook £7 7s 4d 
Thomas 
Hoppringill, elder 
Trumpeter £7 1s 6d 
Alexander Caslaw Trumpeter £7 1s 6d 
Petty John Trumpeter £7 1s 6d 
John Trumpeter £7 1s 6d 
Alexander Kerse Cook £6 16s 8d 
John Terres Yeoman in the 
stable 
£6 14s 
James Avery Yeoman in the 
stable 
£6 14s 
Downe Yeoman in the 
stable 
£6 14s 
Thom Foret Yeoman in the 
stable 
£6 14s 
John Paterson Yeoman in the 
stable 
£6 14s 
Gavin Baillie Yeoman in the 
stable 
£6 14s 
Robert Galloway Yeoman in the 
stable 
£6 14s 
John Reoch In the wine cellar £5 5s 3d 
John Knox Usher of the hall £5 1s 2d 
David Balfour Usher of the hall £5 1s 2d 
Donald Crom Butcher £5 
Malcolm Graham In the king‘s 
kitchen 
£4 15s 1.5d 
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James Jaklin, 
younger 
In the king‘s 
chamber 
£4 15s 
John Strogeith In the king‘s 
chamber 
£4 15s 
Stephen Nesbit Keeper of the 
pewter vessels 
£4 10s 6d 
Alexander 
Stevenson 
Keeper of the 
napery 
£4 10s 6d 
Alexander Tailor Cupbearer £4 7s 10d 
David Stevenson Cupbearer £4 7s 10d 
Robert Cupbearer £4 7s 10d 
John Fleming In the larder £3 
Malcolm Boyne Groom of the hall £2 3s 10.5d 
Jock Wallace Deputy keeper of 
the silver vessels 
£2 
Alexander Gordon Before he became 
yeoman of the 
stable 
£1 13s 1.5d 
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